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Federal  Acquisition  Regulations.  In  1989,  Congress  provided  “Other  Transaction 
Authority”  (OTA)  to  address  this  problem.  OTA  provided  a  procurement  vehicle  which 
minimized  the  laws  and  regulations  applicable  to  contracts,  grants,  or  cooperative 
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Cooperative  Agreement  and  “Other  Transaction”  awards  for  fiscal  years  1997  -  2003  to 
determine  the  extent  to  which  the  objectives  of  the  OTA  legislation  were  achieved.  The 
researcher  found  that  only  1 1  percent  of  the  awards  went  directly  to  “non-traditional” 
contractors,  the  remaining  89  percent  going  to  traditional  defense  contractors.  Only  one- 
tenth  of  one  percent  of  all  DoD  “Research,  Development,  Test  &  Evaluation”  funding  in 
those  fiscal  years,  awarded  in  the  form  of  cooperative  agreements  or  “other  transactions,” 
went  directly  to  “non-traditional”  contractors.  Thus,  OTA  has  proved  ineffective  at 
attracting  “non-traditional”  contractors  to  DoD  S&T  projects. 
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I.  INTRODUCTION 


A.  GENERAL 

The  Department  of  Defense  is  embarked  on  efforts  to  transform  the 
nation’s  armed  forces  to  meet  the  demands  being  placed  on  them  by  a 
changing  world  order.  There  is  a  growing  threat  of  missiles,  information 
warfare  and  biological,  chemical,  and  nuclear  weaponry,  different  than  the 
cold  war  era  threat,  but  equally  troublesome.  Similarly,  there  is  the  need 
to  begin  creating  the  military  of  the  future  -  one  that  takes  full  advantage 
of  revolutionary  new  technologies.  Further,  the  Department  must 
modernize  and  transform  the  business  of  defense,  getting  the  best  value  for 
the  taxpayer’s  money.  [Ref.  l:p.  1] 

The  Department  of  Defense  (DoD)  Science  and  Technology  (S&T)  program  has 
as  its  primary  mission  to  develop  and  transition  superior  technology  that  enables 
affordable  and  decisive  military  capability.  To  perfonn  this  mission  well,  it  is  imperative 
that  DoD  S&T  programs  draw  upon  the  nation’s  best  researchers  and  technology 
developers.  Among  the  best  S&T  performers  are  many  companies  that  primarily  serve 
the  needs  of  the  commercial  marketplace.  [Ref.  2:p.  41] 

By  the  early  1980’s,  it  was  recognized  that  technology  was  progressing  at  an  ever- 
increasing  pace.  It  was  also  recognized  within  the  Congress  and  the  Department  of 
Defense  that  the  Department  was  no  longer  leading  the  S&T  focus  of  the  country.  The 
commercial  marketplace  was  rapidly  becoming  the  primary  S&T  driver. 

Industry’s  share  of  national  R&D  performance  has  been  rising  steadily — 
from  two-thirds  of  the  total  in  the  1970s  to  nearly  three-fourths  in  the  late 
1990s.  During  the  same  period  (1970-97),  the  academic  share  rose 
slightly — from  9-10  percent  to  12-13  percent — and  the  federal  share 
dropped  by  half — from  16  percent  to  8  percent.  [Ref.  3:p.  5] 

Particularly  troubling  to  the  Department  was  the  fact  that  it  was  no  longer  the 
preferred  customer  for  many  of  the  companies  at  the  forefront  of  these  emerging 
technologies.  [Ref.  4:p.  1]  Existing  legislation  and  procurement  regulations  did  not 
allow  the  Department  of  Defense  much  flexibility  with  regard  to  the  types  of 
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procurement  vehicles  available.  There  was  also  little  flexibility  with  regard  to  the 
plethora  of  procurement  regulations  that  impacted  Department  of  Defense  procurements. 
[Ref.  5:p.  11] 

Congress  decided  to  get  involved  to  ensure  that  the  Department  of  Defense  had 
access  to  a  broader  spectrum  of  the  national  technology  and  industrial  base.  In 
November  1989,  Congress  enacted  10  U.S.C.  2371  (Public  Law  101-189,  Section  251) 
giving  authority  to  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  through  the  Defense  Advanced  Research 
Projects  Agency  (DARPA),  to  conduct  research  and  technology  development  using 
“cooperative  agreements”  or  “other  transactions”.  This  authority,  initially  provided  for 
two  years,  allowed  for  the  use  of  instruments  that  more  closely  resemble  commercial 
contracts.  It  was  expected  that  the  use  of  these  instruments  would  improve  DoD’s 
chances  to  access  an  otherwise  closed  source  of  science  and  technology  (S&T)  support. 
The  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  FY  1992  (Public  Law  102-190,  Section  826) 
amended  10  U.S.C.  2371  to  make  the  authority  pennanent,  and  extended  it  to  the 
Secretaries  of  the  Military  Services.  A  more  detailed  discussion  of  relevant  legislation 
follows  in  Chapter  II. 

B.  PRIOR  RESEARCH 

Since  1997,  six  theses  have  been  generated  at  the  Naval  Postgraduate  School  on 
the  topic  of  Other  Transactions  (OTs).  To  some  extent,  all  address  the  changing 
environment  affecting  science  and  technology,  particularly  that  part  of  interest  to  DoD. 
They  also  discussed  the  legislation  making  OTs  possible.  However,  as  would  be 
expected,  the  researchers  looked  at  different  aspects  of  OTs. 

Tucker  (2002)  focused  on  Technology  Investment  Agreements  (TIA)  used  in 
DoD’s  Dual  Use  Science  and  Technology  (DUS&T)  Program  during  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2001.  Her  thesis  describes  the  genesis  of  the  term  TIA. 

On  2  December  1997,  after  determining  that  having  two  very  similar 
agreements  with  different  names  was  confusing,  the  Director  of  Defense 
Research  and  Engineering  (DDR&E),  who  was  responsible  for  managing 
research  OTs,  issued  guidance  merging  the  two  types  of  agreements  into  a 
single  class  of  instrument  called  a  TIA.  [Ref.  5:p.  13] 
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The  two  types  of  agreements  referred  to  in  the  Tucker  thesis  are  cooperative 
agreements  and  OTs  for  research. 

Gilliland  (2001)  focused  on  DoD’s  attempt  to  attract  non-traditional  defense 
contractors  by  using  Section  845  Other  Transactions.  The  period  covered  by  this 
research  was  1994  through  2000.  [Ref.  4:p.  5] 

Stamatopoulas  (1999)  also  limited  his  research  to  Section  845  Other  Transactions. 
He  chose  to  focus  his  research  on  “appraisal  metrics  that  measure  both  the  use  and  value” 
of  this  particular  segment  of  Other  Transactions.  [Ref.  6:p.  4] 

Slade  (1998)  performed  research  on  Other  Transactions  awarded  to  support  a 
specific  program  called  the  “Commercial  Operations  and  Support  Savings  Initiative 
(COSSI).”  COSSI  was  DoD’s  attempt  at  inserting  commercial  components  into  DoD 
weapons  systems  in  order  to  save  money.  Slade’s  research  was  limited  to  1997.  [Ref.  7] 

As  with  Stamatopoulas  (1999),  Hayes  (1998)  addressed  the  need  for  management 
tools.  However,  whereas  Stamatopoulas  focused  on  management  metrics,  Hayes  chose  to 
focus  on  the  decision  processes  required  to  detennine  when  an  Other  Transaction  is  the 
proper  instrument.  [Ref.  8:p.  4] 

Howell’s  (1997)  research  focused  on  awards  made  by  DARPA  since  they  were 
“the  most  predominant  and  most  experienced  user  of  this  contractual  vehicle  .  .  .” 
Howell  noted  that: 

A  limitation  of  this  study  is  that  research  was  conducted  principally  with 

DARPA  and  does  not  provide  a  significant  perspective  on  the  use  of  OTs 

by  other  DoD  components.  [Ref.  9:p.  5] 

C.  RESEARCH  OBJECTIVE 

The  purpose  of  this  thesis  is  to  provide  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  Department 
of  Defense  Other  Transaction  awards  as  reported  to  Congress  for  fiscal  years  1997 
through  2003  in  order  to  determine  the  extent  to  which  these  awards  have  achieved  the 
objectives  of  the  legislation  that  made  them  possible.  The  primary  focus  of  this  research 
is  to  determine  the  extent  that  traditional  DoD  contractors  have  benefited  from  awards 
citing  Other  Transaction  Authority. 
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This  thesis  differs  from  previous  research  in  that  the  researcher  accessed  all 
reports  submitted  to  Congress  over  a  seven  year  period.  That  is,  the  researcher  collected 
the  raw  data  for  this  seven-year  period  whereas  previous  researchers  used  statistical  data 
presented  in  GAO  reports,  DARPA  websites,  and  presentations  by  DoD  officials. 

D.  RESEARCH  QUESTIONS 

1.  Primary  Question 

•  Have  Other  Transactions  (OTs)  met  the  intent  of  Congress? 

2.  Secondary  Questions 

•  What  is  congressional  intent  with  respect  to  Other  Transactions? 

•  What  percentage  of  Department  of  Defense  RDT&E  dollars  are  awarded 
through  the  use  of  Cooperative  Agreements  or  Other  Transactions? 

•  To  what  extent  are  the  recipients  of  OTs  traditional  defense  contractors? 

E.  SCOPE  AND  METHODOLOGY 

Other  Transactions  were  expected  to  more  closely  resemble  commercial  contracts 
in  that  Government  unique  requirements  imposed  by  the  Federal  Acquisition  Regulations 
(FAR)  and  various  procurement  statutes  do  not  apply.  Consequently,  they  should 
improve  DoD’s  chances  to  access  an  otherwise  closed  source  of  science  and  technology 
(S&T)  support.  Previous  research  indicates  that  these  “non-traditional”  companies  are 
being  accessed  using  Other  Transaction  Authority,  but  not  to  the  extent  expected  or 
intended.  [Ref.  4:p.  101  and  Ref.  5:p.  21] 

The  approach  of  this  study  is  to  evaluate  Other  Transaction  awards  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  for  fiscal  years  1997  through  2003,  to  detennine  the  scope  of 
participation  of  traditional  and  non-traditional  companies. 

In  order  to  gain  a  better  understanding  of  the  legislative  intent,  regulatory 
implementation,  and  the  execution  of  Other  Transaction  Authority  by  major  DoD 
activities,  the  researcher  first  reviewed  relevant  literature,  including  but  not  limited  to: 

•  References,  publications,  and  electronic  media  available  at  the  Naval 
Postgraduate  School. 

•  Published  reports,  databases,  journal  articles,  and  research  papers. 

•  Internet  websites  and  homepages. 

•  Major  government  investigative  reports  from  the  General  Accounting 
Office  and  the  Department  of  Defense  Inspector  General. 
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•  For  fiscal  years  1997  through  2001,  the  Department  of  Defense’s  Annual 
Report  to  Congress  on  Cooperative  Agreements  and  Other  Transactions 
may  be  found  on  the  Office  of  the  Secretary  of  Defense,  Defense 
Procurement  and  Acquisition  Policy  (OSD  DPAP)  website.  To  obtain  the 
fiscal  year  2002  and  2003  reports,  this  researcher  contacted  OSD  DPAP 
directly  for  a  copy. 

F.  ORGANIZATION 

The  thesis  is  divided  into  four  chapters.  Chapter  I,  the  introduction,  identifies  the 
focus  and  purpose  of  the  thesis,  states  the  primary  and  secondary  research  questions  and 
discusses  the  scope  of  research  and  the  methodology.  Chapter  II  presents  background 
information  on  the  defense  and  science  and  technology  environments  since  the  end  of  the 
Cold  War.  This  chapter  also  describes  the  legislative  history  and  congressional  intent  of 
Other  Transaction  Authority,  and  provides  background  on  the  Department  of  Defense’s 
use  of  Other  Transaction  Authority  since  November  1989.  Chapter  III  provides  details 
regarding  Department  of  Defense  Other  Transaction  awards  as  reported  to  Congress  for 
fiscal  years  1997  through  2003,  and  identifies  the  “Top  100”  defense  contractors  for  that 
same  period.  This  chapter  also  provides  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  that  data.  Chapter 
IV  provides  the  study’s  principal  conclusions,  recommendations,  answers  to  the  research 
questions  and  identifies  areas  for  future  study. 

G.  BENEFITS  OF  THE  STUDY 

This  thesis  is  intended  to  benefit  Congress,  DoD  policy  makers  and  DoD 
activities  contemplating  the  use  of  Other  Transactions.  An  analysis  of  the  intended  vs. 
actual  recipients  of  Other  Transactions  will  help  policy  makers  measure  the  success  of 
Other  Transaction  Authority. 
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II.  BACKGROUND 


One  of  the  things  that  has  prevailed  particularly  in  this  battle  is  our 

technology.  [Schwarzkopf] 

A.  INTRODUCTION 

The  technology  that  General  Norman  Schwarzkopf  references  in  his  statement 
above  made  all  the  difference  when  it  came  to  overwhelming  the  Iraqis  in  the  first  Gulf 
War,  a  victory  achieved  with  minimal  U.S.  casualties.  That  advanced  technology 
included  laser-guided  munitions  that  fly  through  the  front  door  of  a  building,  stealth 
aircraft,  missiles  that  can  kill  enemy  missiles,  airborne  sensors  that  can  detect  and  kill  a 
single  tank  or  anti-aircraft  battery  from  hundreds  of  miles  away,  and  night  vision  goggles 
that  can  turn  night  into  day.  [Ref.  10:p.  219]  Many  of  these  same  systems  (e.g.,  the 
Patriot  missile  system)  were  perfected  with  current  state-of-the-art  sensors  that  made 
them  even  more  deadly  in  the  most  recent  Iraqi  conflict  (March  2003). 

One  could  conclude  that  the  United  States  has  a  significant  lead  over  any  potential 
adversary  and  that  incremental  technological  improvements  will  ensure  our  lead.  What 
most  people  do  not  realize  is  that  most  of  the  systems  that  performed  so  impressively  in 
Desert  Storm  are  not  new;  rather,  they  are  merely  improved  versions  of  technology  that 
had  been  previously  developed.  The  stealth  technology  in  the  F- 117  is  thirty  years  old. 
The  Patriot  missile  system  contains  mostly  Viet  Nam  War  era  technology.  [Ref.  10:p. 
220]  What  we  have  is  “perfected  technology.” 

A  case  in  point  is  the  smart  bomb.  These  first  appeared  during  World  War  II.  At 
the  time  they  were  called  “guided”  bombs.  These  first  smart  bombs  were  a  vast 
improvement  over  their  predecessors  in  their  ability  to  “find  the  target.”  In  the  early 
1970’s,  lasers  were  incorporated  into  the  smart  bombs  to  improve  accuracy.  Although 
these  bombs  were  advertised  as  a  new  weapon,  they  were  not  new.  They  were  merely  an 
improved  weapon  system.  [Ref.  1 1  :p.  1] 

“By  the  1980s,  there  were  better  night  vision  devices,  which  also  improved  smart 
bomb  effectiveness.  But  these  were  not  new  weapons.  However,  they  were  pitched  as 
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new  “weapons  systems”  in  order  to  justify  the  high  cost  of  the  night  vision  gear  and  all 
the  new  electronics  needed  to  make  possible  night  operations  by  bombers  dropping  smart 
bombs.”  [Ref.  ll:p.  1]  By  the  1990’s,  there  were  other  options  for  guiding  munitions. 
“In  addition  to  the  laser  approach,  you  could  also  choose  a  guidance  system  that  had  a 
TV  camera  in  the  nose  of  the  bomb,  allowing  the  “weapons  officer”  on  the  bomber  to 
literally  fly  the  bomb  to  very  precise  targets  (even  through  a  window.)  [Ref.  1 1  :p.  1] 

Most  recently,  bomb  technology  has  benefited  from  a  new  technology  called  the 
Global  Positioning  System  (GPS).  Now  the  GPS  location  could  be  inserted  into  the 
smart  bombs  memory,  and  the  bomb’s  GPS  receiver  would  provide  the  directions  that 
would  guide  the  bomb  to  the  target.  “At  this  point,  the  smart  bomb,  benefiting  from  five 
decades  of  improvements,  became  cheaper,  more  reliable,  easier  to  use  and  remarkably 
effective.”  Again,  this  was  perfected  technology,  not  new  technology.  [Ref.  1 1  :p.  1] 

U.S.  military  strategy  has  shifted  from  countering  the  threat  of  a  single 
superpower  to  preparing  to  confront  future  unknown  adversaries  with  unknown 
capabilities. 

The  speed  of  technological  change  raises  unprecedented  challenges.  The 
spread  of  modern  weaponry  has  multiplied  the  number  of  sophisticated 
Third  World  arsenals  that  include  such  items  as  advanced  tanks,  attack 
submarines,  and  cruise  missiles.  Of  grave  concern  is  the  proliferation  of 
nuclear  weapons  and  the  means  to  deliver  them.  By  the  year  2000,  it  is 
estimated  that  at  least  15  developing  nations  will  have  the  ability  to  build 
ballistic  missiles— eight  of  which  either  have,  or  are  near  to  acquiring 
nuclear  capabilities.  Thirty  countries  will  have  chemical  weapons  and  10 
will  be  able  to  deploy  biological  weapons  as  well.  These  threats  are 
clearly  on  the  horizon  and  we  must  shape  capabilities  to  respond  to  them. 

[Ref.  12:p.  ix] 

The  problem  is  not  just  the  proliferation  of  military  technologies,  but  also 
the  widespread  availability  of  weapons  on  the  open  market.  Other  than 
nuclear  weapons,  there  is  very  little  that  any  country  with  money  cannot 
buy.  Thus,  some  Third  World  nations,  especially  those  with  oil  reserves, 
have  been  able  to  acquire  substantial  arsenals.  Several  nations  have 
bought  sophisticated  types  of  weapons  that,  even  if  not  possessed  in  large 
numbers,  can  severely  complicate  U.S.  defense  plans.  Anti-ship  cruise 
missiles  are  an  example.  [Ref.  13:p.  6] 
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One  need  look  no  further  than  the  uproar  during  Operation  Iraqi  Freedom  (2003) 
over  Iraq’s  ability  to  obtain  night  vision  devices  with  assistance  from  Syria,  or  Iraq’s 
ability  to  obtain  antitank  missiles,  jamming  gear,  and  support  services  for  those  systems 
from  Russian  companies  for  evidence  of  these  trends.  [Ref.  14:p.  1  and  Ref.  15:p.  1]  As 
General  Horner  noted, 

The  Russians  sell  on  the  open  market  the  GPS  jammer.  It’s  about  the  size 
of  a  package  of  cigarettes,  and  it  goes  out  for  a  limited  area,  maybe  20 
miles,  and  you  just  have  to  build  a  bigger  one  if  you’re  going  to  go  out 
further.  [Ref.  16:p.  8] 

Throughout  the  Cold  War,  United  States  doctrine  focused  on  countering  the 
Soviet  Union’s  greater  numbers  of  weapon  systems  with  fewer,  higher  perfonnance 
weapons.  Weapons  perfonnance  was  primarily  benchmarked  against  the  capabilities  of 
the  Soviet  Union.  However,  despite  the  fall  of  the  Soviet  Union,  the  U.S.  policy  of 
performance  over  numbers  continues.  We  have  been  slow  to  adjust,  but  the  international 
anns  market  must  now  be  the  benchmark  by  which  the  United  States  measures  weapons 
performance.  [Ref.  13:p.  13] 

The  future  choices  about  the  performance  of  U.S.  weapons  relative  to  that  of 
potential  enemies  will  have  significant  long-term  effects  on  the  defense 
technology  and  production  base  supporting  U.S.  military  forces.  These  choices 
will  determine  how  much  effort  is  devoted  to  research  for  new  technology,  what 
the  sources  of  that  technology  will  be,  and  how  it  will  be  paid  for. 

[Ref.  13:p.  13] 

The  Department  of  Defense  and  Congress  understand  that  technology  is  a  force 
multiplier.  It  is  clear  that  the  uncertainty  of  future  defense  budgets  requires  both 
continual  incremental  advances  in  technology  as  well  as  leap-ahead  advances  if  the  U.S. 
is  to  remain  a  dominant  force  in  the  world. 

DoD  seeks  to  transform  the  armed  forces,  taking  advantage  of  new 
technologies  and  operational  concepts  to  strengthen  America’s  military 
capabilities.  The  deployment  of  robotic,  unmanned  combat  air  vehicles 
(UCAVs)  could,  one  day,  replace  certain  strike  aircraft  and  provide  a 
means  to  easily  overwhelm  less  sophisticated,  opposing  air  forces. 
Similarly,  the  employment  of  advanced  laser  communications  satellites, 
coupled  with  new  infonnation  warfare  techniques,  could  render  most 
existing  command  and  control  systems  obsolete  and  vulnerable. 
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Transforming  DoD  should  produce  new  forces  capable  of  projecting 

power  rapidly,  precisely,  and  on  a  global  basis.  These  forces  will  be  well- 

tailored  to  meet  the  needs  of  the  21st  Century  security  environment.  [Ref. 

17  :p.  1] 

B.  DEFENSE  INDUSTRY 

In  2005,  it  is  difficult  to  imagine  a  defense  procurement  environment  not 
dominated  by  Lockheed  Martin  Corporation,  The  Boeing  Company,  Northrop  Grumman 
Corporation,  Raytheon  Corporation,  and  General  Dynamics  Corporation.  These 
companies  have  dominated  the  Department  of  Defense  acquisition  landscape  in  recent 
years.  [Ref.  18:p.  1  and  Ref.  19:p.  1]  However,  that  has  not  always  been  the  case. 

Until  the  beginning  of  World  War  II,  the  United  States  had  no  armaments 
industry.  When  the  need  would  arise,  this  commercial-focused  U.S.  industry  could 
convert  from  production  of  commercial  goods  and  services  to  production  of  military 
goods  and  services  to  support  the  war  effort.  [Ref.  20:  p.  100]  These  firms  viewed  this 
effort  as  temporary  and  as  such,  never  really  lost  their  “commercial  business” 
characteristics.  At  the  end  of  World  War  II  these  industries  went  back  to  commercial 
production  just  as  they  had  before  the  war. 

However,  by  the  mid-1950’s  the  defense  environment  was  changing.  Primarily  as 
a  response  to  the  Cold  War  (1945-1990),  the  United  States  was  transitioning  from  a 
policy  of  mobilization  in  time  of  peril  to  one  of  “forces-in-being.”  That  policy  change 
not  only  required  a  large  military  establishment,  but  a  new  industrial  entity  to  support  it. 
President  Eisenhower  first  used  the  term  “military-industrial  complex”  in  his  farewell 
radio  and  television  address  to  the  American  people  on  January  17,  1961.  [Ref.  20:p. 
100] 

In  contrast  to  the  World  War  II  experience,  the  Cold  War  experience  was  one 
where  the  defense  and  commercial  markets  existed  simultaneously.  As  time  passed, 
firms  involved  in  defense-related  industries  gradually  evolved  away  from  commercial 
practices  based  in  large  part  on  the  procurement  practices  of  the  Department  of  Defense. 
[Ref.  21  :p.  242] 
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Since  the  end  of  World  War  II  there  have  been  two  major  downturns  in  the 
defense  industry.  The  period  from  1968  to  1974  was  the  first.  The  second  (1985  -  1997) 
is  discussed  below  (see  “Defense  Budgets”).  In  response  to  this  second  downturn,  the 
defense  industry  underwent  a  major  restructuring.  There  were  21  companies  doing  major 
defense  aerospace  work  in  1993.  As  shown  above,  that  number  has  dwindled  to  five. 
The  increased  competition  for  shrinking  defense  budgets  during  the  1985  -  1987 
timeframe  resulted  in  a  significant  number  of  mergers,  acquisitions,  and  the  formation  of 
partnerships  among  defense  contractors.  [Ref.  22:p.  144] 

As  the  number  of  firms  decline,  the  amount  of  research  funded  by  any  one  firm 
will  be  strongly  influenced  by  the  amount  of  research  funded  by  other  firms  in  their 
relative  market.  “Additionally,  the  resources  expended  on  internal  R&D  will  depend  on 
the  expected  distribution  of  work  and  profits  among  the  firms  involved  after  the  prime 
contractor  is  selected.”  [Ref.  22:p.  144] 

C.  DEFENSE  BUDGETS 

Secretary  of  Defense  William  S.  Cohen  noted  in  the  Quadrennial  Defense  Review 
Report  of  May  1997, 

During  most  of  the  Cold  War  years,  the  United  States  pursued  a  strategy 
of  containing  the  Soviet  Union.  In  1985,  America  appropriated  about 
$400  billion  for  the  Department  of  Defense  (in  constant,  fiscal  year  1997 
dollars),  which  constituted  28  percent  of  our  national  budget  and  7  percent 
of  our  Gross  National  Product.  We  had  more  than  2.2  million  men  and 
women  under  arms,  with  about  500,000  overseas,  1.1  million  in  the 
Reserve  forces,  and  1.1  million  civilians  in  the  employment  of  the 
Department  of  Defense.  Defense  companies  employed  3.7  million  more 
and  about  $  120  billion  of  our  budget  went  to  procurement  contracts.  [Ref. 

23  :p.  1] 


11 


Fiscal  Year 

Figure  1.  Department  of  Defense  Budget  Authority  by  Title,  1985  -2007  (From: 

[Ref.  24:p.  14]) 

As  illustrated  in  Figure  1,  from  the  peak  of  the  Reagan  build-up  in  1985  through 
1997,  the  United  States  made  significant  changes  to  Department  of  Defense  funding  and 
manpower  in  response  to  the  equally  significant  changes  taking  places  around  the  world. 
During  that  period,  the  defense  budget  was  reduced  by  38  percent.  Force  structure  was 
reduced  by  33  percent.  Procurement  programs  were  reduced  by  63  percent.  At  the  time 
the  Quadrennial  Defense  Review  Report  was  release  by  Secretary  Cohen,  the  budget  of 
the  Department  of  Defense  was  $250  billion,  there  were  1.45  million  men  and  women  in 
the  armed  forces  (including  civilians),  and  procurement  accounts  were  $44  billion. 
During  that  same  1985  -  1997  period,  the  defense  industrial  base  reduced  the  number  of 
workers  to  2.2  million,  a  41  percent  reduction  from  1985  levels.  [Ref.  23  :p.  1] 

There  was  a  steady  decline  in  funding  of  Department  of  Defense  programs  during 
much  of  the  Clinton  Administration.  Under  the  Clinton  Administration,  “the  Pentagon 
was  largely  forced  to  take  a  procurement  holiday  —  deferring  or  canceling  outright  long- 
overdue  acquisitions  of  ships,  planes,  armored  vehicles  and  other  modernization 
programs.”  [Ref.  25:p.  1]  Toward  the  end  of  Clinton’s  second  term,  readiness  was  at  an 
all  time  low.  Major  systems  were  exceeding  their  service  life,  systems  were  being 
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cannibalized  to  obtain  spare  parts,  and  training  budgets  were  under-funded.  For  the  first 
seven  years  of  the  Clinton  administration,  forces  were  deployed  forty-eight  times  on 
peacekeeping  and  combat  missions.  Between  1945  and  1990,  the  military  was  deployed 
overseas  50  times.  [Ref.  26:p.  2] 

Personnel  cuts  during  that  same  period  meant  longer  deployments. 

The  Army  and  the  Air  Force  fell  short  of  their  1999  recruiting  goals  by 
6,300  and  1,700  recruits,  respectively.  The  Navy  met  its  1999  goals,  but 
only  after  changing  its  standards  to  make  up  for  the  nearly  7,000  sailors  it 
fell  short  of  in  1998.  It  has  become  difficult  for  the  military  to  keep  the 
people  it  has.  In  1999,  for  example,  the  Air  Force  missed  its  retention 
goals  in  all  enlisted  categories,  losing  5,000  enlistees.  Even  the  Marines, 
who  usually  attract  prospective  recruits  with  ease,  were  beginning  to  have 
retention  problems.  Throughout  the  first  part  of  2000,  they  lost  people  at  a 
rate  10  percent  higher  than  expected.  [Ref.  26:p.  2] 

The  Clinton  Administration  could  no  longer  ignore  these  issues.  Under  intense 
pressure  from  concerned  congressional  leadership,  the  Administration  included  a  request 
for  additional  defense  funding  for  fiscal  year  1999.  In  response  to  the  Administration’s 
request,  Congress  added  approximately  $8  billion  to  the  defense  budget  which 
represented  the  first  real  increase  in  inflation-adjusted  dollars  since  1985.  Administration 
officials  indicated  that  the  President  intended  to  seek  an  estimated  $110  billion  in 
additional  spending  over  the  next  six  years.  [Ref.  27 :p.  1] 

President  George  W.  Bush  took  office  on  January  20,  2001.  His  top  two  priorities 
for  DoD  was  improve  military  readiness  and  a  strong  missile  defense  strategy.  The 
FY2002  budget  was  the  first  comprehensive  budget  of  his  administration.  The  FY2002 
budget  included  a  request  for  the  Department  of  Defense  for  a  total  of  $329  billion.  The 
$329  billion  total  represented  an  increase  of  $33  billion  over  defense  funding  for  2001. 
In  a  press  release  of  June  22,  2001,  a  senior  defense  official  justified  the  increased  DoD 
budget. 


The  administration  has  inherited  severe  shortfalls  in  readiness,  in  health 
care,  in  operations,  maintenance  and  infrastructure,  far  worse  than  was 
originally  understood.  This  amendment  takes  steps  to  begin  to  deal  with 
these  funding  deficiencies  and  to  establish  fiscal  certainty  and  discipline. 
[Ref.  28 :p.  1] 


13 


Less  than  nine  months  after  President  Bush  took  office,  New  York  and 
Washington,  D.C.  were  attacked  by  terrorists.  As  illustrated  in  Figure  1,  budgets  for 
Operations  &  Maintenance,  Military  personnel,  and  Procurement  increased  sharply 
reflecting  the  Bush  Administration  and  Congress’  support  of  the  war  on  terror,  which 
included  military  operations  in  Afghanistan  and  Iraq. 

In  contrast  to  the  changes  experienced  in  the  overall  defense  budget  from  1985 
through  2000,  the  Research,  Development,  Test  and  Evaluation  (RDT&E)  budget 
remained  relatively  flat.  The  RDT&E  budget  is  made  up  of  seven  budget  activities1. 
They  are: 

•  Basic  Research 

•  Applied  Research 

•  Advanced  Technology  Development 

•  Advanced  Component  Development  and  Prototypes 

•  Systems  Development  and  Demonstration 

•  RDT&E  Management  Support 

•  Operational  System  Development 

These  budget  activities  are  frequently  referred  to  as  budget  categories  6.1  -  6.7, 
respectively.  Budget  categories  6.1  -  6.3  constitute  the  Science  and  Technology  (S&T) 
portion  of  the  budget.  The  President’s  budget  for  FY2002  provides  a  good  summary  of 
the  rationale  for  the  increases  from  2000  to  the  present: 

The  budget  proposes  a  $2.6  billion  initiative  ($20  billion  over  five  years) 
to  fund  R&D  of  new  technologies.  Among  areas  in  which  new  investment 
might  be  made  include:  leap-ahead  technologies  for  new  weapons  and 
intelligence  systems;  improvements  to  the  laboratory  and  test  range 
infrastructure;  technologies  aimed  at  reducing  the  costs  of  weapons  and 
intelligence  systems;  efforts,  such  as  counter-terrorism  and  counter¬ 
proliferation  that  are  focused  on  countering  unconventional  threats  to 
national  security;  and  funding  to  continue  research,  development,  and 
testing  of  a  missile  defense  program.  [Ref.  29:p.  100] 


1  Appendix  A  provides  a  more  detailed  description  of  these  budget  categories.  [Ref.  30:p.  1] 
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D.  RESEARCH  ENVIRONMENT 

A  strong  federal  role  in  support  of  science  and  technology  is  a  relatively  recent 
phenomenon  in  the  United  States.  The  1950’s  saw  a  sea  change  in  the  sources  of  funding 
for  research  in  the  United  States.  Prior  to  that  period,  the  source  of  scientific  discovery 
was  the  university.  Small  budgets  and  intellectual  curiosity  were  the  key  drivers.  By  the 
time  Eisenhower  left  office  in  1961,  the  country’s  research  focus  had  become  centralized, 
formalized,  complex,  and  expensive.  In  this  new  environment,  the  federal  government 
was  the  driving  force  behind  the  nation’s  research. 

Partly  because  of  the  huge  costs  involved,  a  government  contract  becomes 
virtually  a  substitute  for  intellectual  curiosity.  For  every  old  blackboard 
there  are  now  hundreds  of  new  electronic  computers.  [Ref.  3 1  :p.  3] 

Defense  was  the  predominant  focus  of  that  science  and  technology  (S&T) 
funding.  In  fact,  the  share  of  S&T  funding  aimed  at  defense  needs  remains  considerably 
higher  in  the  United  States  than  in  other  developed  countries,  although  the  U.S.  defense- 
related  share  has  been  declining  as  previously  noted.  The  primary  focus  of  that  defense- 
related  S&T  funding  goes  to  support  research  in  computer  science,  materials  science,  and 
engineering.  [Ref.  32:p.  21] 

In  the  1950’s  and  1960’s,  many  high-technology  advances  came  from  defense 
funded  laboratories.  Substantial  amounts  of  S&T  funding  were  spent  on  R&D,  not 
directly  focused  on  a  particular  market,  but  in  areas  of  general  interest  to  the  U.S.  public 
(e.g.,  space,  health,  and  energy).  “Federal  R&D  investments  were  on  a  stable  growth 
path  during  that  period  and,  at  their  high  point,  constituted  about  two-thirds  of  total 
national  R&D  funding.”  [Ref.  32 :p.  62] 

Investments  in  research  not  aimed  at  specific  agency  missions  have 
traditionally  been  relatively  small.  During  the  1980’s  that  began  to 
change,  as  such  programs  as  the  multi-agency  Small  Business  Innovation 
Research  (SBIR)  program,  the  Advanced  Technology  Program  of  the 
Department  of  Commerce,  the  SEMATECH  consortium  of  U.S. -based 
semiconductor  companies  and  the  Department  of  Defense,  and  the 
Engineering  Research  Centers  program  of  the  National  Science 
Foundation  were  launched.  [Ref.  32:p.  27] 


15 


Discussions  related  to  Federal  support  of  the  nation’s  science  and  technology 
usually  focus  on  the  government’s  direct  funding  of  R&D.  “Yet  the  federal  government 
made  several  other  important  policy  changes  during  the  1980’s  that  were  as  important  as 
the  launch  of  new  programs  involving  direct  support  of  science  and  technology.”  These 
legislative  changes  encouraged  the  flow  of  science  and  technology  from  government 
laboratories  and  universities  to  industry,  encouraged  cooperative  research  arrangements 
between  industry  partners,  and  implemented  a  temporary  tax  credit  for  industrial  R&D. 
[Ref.  32:p.  28]  The  researcher  will  expand  on  these  very  important  changes  in  “The 
Federal  Response”  (below). 

By  the  1980’s,  U.S. -based  companies  were  setting  the  pace  in  fast-growing 
information  technology  and  biotechnology  fields.  The  United  States  became  a  leader  in 
commercializing  research  through  the  creation  of  new  technology-based  firms. 
Commercial  R&D  investment  was  on  the  rise. 


Percent  of  total  R&D  funding 


Figure  2.  Shares  of  National  R&D  Expenditures,  By  Source  of  Funds:  1953-2000 

(From:  [Ref.  33]) 
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Percent 


Figure  3.  Trends  in  Federal  and  Non-Federal  R&D  Expenditures  as  a  Percentage  of 

Total  R&D:  1953-2000  (From:  [Ref.  33]) 


Innovation  in  two  broad,  science-based  industrial  sectors  has  contributed 
to  U.S.  innovative  success  in  the  1990s.  The  first  is  information 
technology,  including  semiconductors,  computers,  software, 
communications  equipment,  and  information  technology  services.  The 
second  is  the  complex  of  industries  that  feed  new  technology  into  health 
care,  including  biotechnology,  pharmaceuticals,  and  medical  devices. 

Among  the  50  U.S.  firms  with  the  largest  research  and  development 
(R&D)  budgets  in  1994,  the  20  with  the  highest  ratio  of  R&D  spending  to 
sales  were  all  in  either  the  information  or  health  care  sectors.  [Ref.  32:p. 

17] 

Whereas  research  budgets  for  corporations  in  the  information  technology  and 
biotechnology  sectors  were  on  the  rise,  there  was  a  distinct  down-turn  of  research  budgets 
in  other  sectors.  As  previously  stated,  until  the  1950’s,  the  primary  source  of  scientific 
discovery  was  the  university.  There  was  also  a  secondary  source  of  research  and 
development  that  emerged  after  World  War  II.  That  was  the  corporate  research 
laboratory.  “The  corporate  laboratories  of  companies  such  as  Du  Pont,  AT&T,  IBM,  and 
Xerox  grew  to  become  important  sources  of  fundamental  technologies.”  [Ref.  32:p.  18] 
These  corporate  laboratories  were  predominately  successful  when  the  environment 

included  product  lifecycles  that  could  be  measured  in  years  and  there  was  a  high 
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probability  of  recouping  research  investments.  However,  the  1980’s  saw  a  significant 
change  in  that  environment.  Deregulation  and  increased  global  competition  led 
companies  to  shift  their  focus  from  longer-term  or  speculative  research  to  short-term 
results.  [Ref.  32  :p.  18] 

A  recent  analysis  of  U.S.  patents  issued  to  inventors  from  all  over 
the  world  shows  a  dramatic  increase  in  the  reliance  of  inventions  on  recent 
science.  The  trend  is  especially  pronounced  for  U.S.  inventions  in  the 
medical  and  chemical  fields.  A  large  percentage  of  the  scientific  citations 
in  recent  patents  resulted  from  work  in  universities  and  government 
laboratories.  [Ref.  32 :p.  18] 

This  data  supports  the  assertion  that  companies  are  investing  less  in  basic  and 
applied  research  in  favor  of  leveraging  government-funded  research  in  those  areas.  Some 
firms  directly  fund  universities  performing  basic  and  applied  research  in  areas  of  interest 
to  the  firm. 

As  product  life  cycles  began  to  be  measured  in  months  rather  than  years,  industry 
executives  and  investors  became  fanatical  about  quarterly  profit-and-loss  statements. 
This  has  forced  many  private  sector  firms  to  eliminate  their  long-tenn  R&D  focus  and 
infrastructure  in  favor  of  research  focused  on  short-term  results.  “As  federal  R&D 
funding  has  flattened,  a  major  reversal  in  funding  sources  has  occurred,  with  industry 
now  providing  two-thirds  of  the  nation’s  R&D  funding,  albeit  with  this  shorter-term, 
product-oriented  focus.”  [Ref.  32 :p.  62] 

E.  THE  FEDERAL  RESPONSE 
1.  Introduction 

As  we  have  seen,  the  U.S.  defense  landscape  of  the  late  1980’s  was  characterized 
by  a  change  from  a  single  superpower  adversary  to  multiple  adversaries  with  the  potential 
to  obtain  the  latest  technologically  advanced  weapons,  significant  budget  reductions,  a 
reduction  in  the  number  of  defense  industry  participants,  and  a  high-technology 
environment  dominated  by  the  commercial  marketplace.  These  facts  were  not  lost  on  the 
Department  of  Defense  or  Congress. 

The  dramatic  change  in  focus  from  a  single  superpower  adversary  as  the  known 
threat  to  multiple  unknown  adversaries  forced  the  Department  of  Defense  to  consider 
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significant  changes  to  its  perspective  on  weapons  system  procurement.  Throughout  the 
Cold  War,  United  States  doctrine  focused  on  countering  the  Soviet  Union’s  greater 
numbers  of  weapon  systems  with  fewer,  higher  performance  weapons.  Weapons 
performance  was  primarily  benchmarked  against  the  capabilities  of  the  Soviet  Union  and 
its  Warsaw  Pact  allies.  Cost  vs.  performance  tradeoffs  were  not  a  concern  as  funding  for 
weapon  systems  in  this  era  was  considered  a  national  priority  in  order  to  keep  communist 
expansionism  in  check.  In  contrast,  the  severe  funding  shortfalls  experienced  by  the 
Department  of  Defense  in  the  late  80’s  required  a  greater  focus  on  cost  vs.  performance 
tradeoffs  in  order  to  make  hard  choices  about  what  technologies  to  pursue  and  what 
weapon  systems  to  field.  In  addition  to  expanding  the  functionality  and  firepower  of 
large  weapon  platforms,  more  consideration  was  given  to  smaller  technically  advanced 
weapon  systems.  [Ref.  9:p.  9] 

2.  Major  Legislation  Affecting  United  States  Research  and  Development 

In  response  to  the  challenges  described  above,  Congress  explored  ways  to 
stimulate  technological  advancement  in  the  private  sector.  There  are  two  major  policy 
approaches.  One  is  through  the  direct  funding  of  research.  The  upside  to  this  approach  is 
that  the  government  can  direct  research  funding  to  support  specific  agency  missions  or  to 
long-term,  high  risk  areas  that  the  private  sector  is  not  likely  to  support.  The  downside 
with  this  approach  is  that  it  places  the  government  in  the  position  of  deciding  what 
research  is  worthy  of  funding.  It  presumes  that  government  decision  makers  will  make 
the  “best”  choices.  Although  there  may  be  some  Nobel  Prize  winners  involved  in  making 
decisions  regarding  government  funding  of  research,  a  large  majority  of  our  greatest 
scientific  minds  do  not  work  for  the  government;  nor  are  they  part  of  the  funding  decision 
process. 

The  other  major  federal  approach  to  stimulating  research  takes  a  more  indirect 
approach.  Measures  such  as  intellectual  property  rights,  antitrust  laws,  and  tax  policies 
help  to  promote  technology  development  in  the  private  sector.  This  is  the  more  favored 
approach,  especially  during  austere  budget  times. 

One  area  that  Congress  considered  very  promising  was  the  stimulation  of 
cooperative  research  and  development  (CRADA)  agreements.  In  the  past  twenty-five 
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years  the  government  has  supported  various  efforts  to  promote  CRADAs  among  industry, 
academia,  and  federal  agencies.  It  was  recognized  that  these  cooperative  efforts  could 
increase  the  competitiveness  of  U.S.  industry.  They  would  also  encourage  the  generation 
of  new  or  vastly  improved  products  and  services.  These  collaborative  ventures  were 
intended  to  compliment  the  strengths  of  all  sectors  involved  in  the  science  and 
technology  development  arena.  Academia,  industry,  and  government  often  have 
complementary  resources  (funding,  expertise,  facilities,  etc.).  However,  because  of  the 
stove-piped  nature  of  their  focus,  tended  to  duplicate  effort  or  work  at  cross  purposes. 
This  was  certainly  not  in  the  best  interest  of  the  nation  as  a  whole.  CRADA  proponents 
saw  the  potential  benefits  of  sharing  costs,  risks,  facilities,  and  expertise.  They  argue  that 
these  arrangements  permit  long-term  and  high  risk  research  to  be  done  that  is  too 
expensive  for  one  entity  to  support.  From  a  public  interest  standpoint,  cooperative 
research  efforts  encourage  more  effective  resource  utilization  and  attempts  to  minimize 
duplicative  effort.  [Ref.  34:p.  1] 

There  have  been  numerous  pieces  of  legislation  designed  to  promote  these 
collaborative  arrangements.  The  more  significant  legislation  is  discussed  below. 

a.  Industry-Industry 

As  discussed  above,  the  federal  government  tends  to  focus  on  research 
related  to  agency  mission  needs  and  research  areas  that  are  minimally  funded  by  the 
private  sector,  if  at  all.  One  research  area  predominately  funded  by  the  federal 
government  is  basic  research,  primarily  because  it  takes  a  substantial  amount  of  time  and 
money  before  there  is  any  relevant  (in  private  sector  terms)  payoff.  It  is  too  risky  for 
private  sector  investment. 

The  major  emphasis  of  legislative  activity  has  been  on  augmenting 
research  in  the  industrial  community.  This  focus  is  reflected  in  efforts  to 
encourage  companies  to  undertake  cooperative  research  arrangements  and 
expand  the  opportunities  available  for  increases  in  research  activities. 
Collaboration  pennits  work  to  be  done  which  is  too  expensive  for  one 
company  to  fund  and  also  allows  for  R&D  that  crosses  traditional 
boundaries  of  expertise  and  experience.  A  joint  venture  makes  use  of 
existing,  and  supports  development  of  new  resources,  facilities, 
knowledge,  and  skills.  [Ref.  34:p.  4] 
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The  National  Cooperative  Research  Act  of  1984  (P.L.  98-462)  was 
specifically  designed  to  encourage  firms  to  pool  resources  to  carry  out  joint  R&D 
projects.  The  Act  provides  that  joint  research  and  development  agreements  and 
agreements  to  convey  rights  to  use  patented  inventions,  copyrights,  or  intellectual 
property  shall  not  be  deemed  illegal  under  antitrust  laws.  These  agreements  are  to  be 
judged  on  their  reasonableness  considering  all  pertinent  factors,  including  their  effect  on 
competition  in  relevant  markets.  The  Act  also  made  changes  in  the  way  attorney  fee 
awards  are  made  in  order  to  discourage  frivolous  litigation  against  joint  research 
ventures. 

The  Omnibus  Trade  and  Competitiveness  Act  of  1988  (P.L.  100-418) 
covered  a  broad  range  of  issues  related  to  foreign  trade  and  competition.  Of  relevance  to 
this  thesis  is  the  section  of  the  legislation  emphasizing  the  need  for  public  and  private 
cooperation  to  ensure  full  use  of  research  results.  This  was  done  through  the  legislation 
by  establishing  centers  for  transferring  manufacturing  technology,  establishing  industrial 
extension  services  within  states  and  an  information  clearinghouse  on  successful  state  and 
local  technology  programs,  extending  royalty  payment  requirements  to  non-government 
employees  of  federal  laboratories,  and  authorizing  training  technology  transfer  centers 
administered  by  the  Department  of  Education. 

This  legislation  also  changed  the  name  of  the  National  Bureau  of 
Standards  to  the  National  Institute  of  Standards  and  Technology  and  broadened  its 
technology  transfer  role  by  creating  the  Advanced  Technology  Program  (ATP).  Through 
cooperative  cost  sharing  arrangements  with  industry,  the  ATP  invests  directly  in  the 
development  of  high-risk,  enabling  technologies.  These  technologies  are  expected  to 
form  the  foundation  for  new  and  improved  products,  services,  and  manufacturing 
processes.  The  long-term  goals  of  the  ATP  are  to  help  companies  accelerate  the  creation 
and  commercialization  of  innovative  technologies  with  strong  potential  for  generating 
broad-based  economic  benefits  for  the  nation. 

The  National  Cooperative  Production  Amendments  Act  of  1993  (P.L.  103- 

42)  amends  the  National  Cooperative  Research  Act  by  extending  the  original  law’s 

provisions  to  joint  ventures  entered  into  for  the  purpose  of  producing  a  product,  process, 
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or  service  and  the  testing  in  connection  with  such  production.  The  Act  also  excluded 
joint  ventures  involving  production  facilities  located  outside  the  United  States  or  its 
territories  and  joint  ventures  involving  non-U. S.  citizens  unless  those  non-U. S.  citizens 
are  from  a  country  or  countries  “whose  law  accords  antitrust  treatment  no  less  favorable 
to  U.S.  persons  than  to  such  country’s  domestic  persons  with  respect  to  participation  in 
joint  ventures  for  production.”  [Ref.  35:p.  3] 

b.  Industry-Academia 

Congress  also  recognized  that  encouraging  collaboration  between  industry 
and  universities  was  another  very  important  piece  of  the  pie  to  stimulate  technological 
advancement  in  the  private  sector.  Historically,  academic  institutions  performed  a 
predominant  portion  of  U.S.  basic  research.  Universities  have  been  able  to  carry  out 
basic  research  because  it  is  part  of  the  educational  process,  and  because  risks  are  reduced 
since  they  do  not  have  a  profit  motive  as  is  the  case  for  industry. 

That  is  not  to  say  that  universities  are  effective  as  a  stand  alone  sector. 
Academic  institutions  do  not  have  the  capability  to  convert  the  results  of  research  into 
products  and  services  that  can  be  marketed.  Congress  understood  that  if  research 
performed  at  academic  institutions  was  to  transition  into  commercially  available  products 
and  services,  a  means  to  encourage  interaction  between  industry  and  academia  must  be 
implemented.  It  should  be  noted  that  even  without  intervention  by  Congress,  there  is  and 
continues  to  be  an  informal  interaction  between  academia  and  industry.  That  informal 
interaction  involves  the  educational  component  at  universities,  which  serves  to  educate 
and  train  the  scientists,  engineers,  and  managers  employed  by  companies.  [Ref.  34:p.  4] 

One  might  expect  that  increased  collaboration  between  academia  and 
industry  would  magnify  the  contributions  of  both  parties  to  the  advancement  of  U.S. 
technologies.  Industry  support  for  research  within  the  academic  community  provides 
much  needed  funding.  More  importantly,  industry  is  able  to  provide  much  needed 
feedback  to  the  academic  community  on  areas  of  interest. 
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Congressional  attempts  to  stimulate  industry  and  university  collaboration 
came  in  the  form  of  legislation,  which  provided  incentives  for  industry  to  invest  in 
university  research.  The  legislation  predominately  focused  on  tax  incentives  and  a  more 
liberal  treatment  of  intellectual  property. 

Amendments  to  the  patent  and  trademark  laws  contained  in  the  Bayh-Dole 
Act  of  1980  (P.L.  96-517)  were  designed  to  promote  collaboration  between  academia  and 
industry.  A  significant  element  of  this  Act  was  that  it  pennitted  universities,  non-profits, 
and  small  businesses  to  own  title  to  inventions  from  research  funded  by  the  federal 
government  so  they  may  license  these  inventions  to  industry  for  commercialization.  The 
Act  reserved  certain  rights  for  the  government.  Since  the  impetus  of  the  Act  was  to 
encourage  commercialization  of  federally  funded  research,  the  recipient’s  ability  to 
maintain  title  to  those  inventions  required  that  they  be  commercialized  within  a 
predetermined  time  frame.  Congress  believed  that  providing  universities  with  title  to 
patents  resulting  from  the  university’s  research  would  encourage  licensing  to  industry 
where  the  technology  could  be  commercialized.  Congress  also  believed  that  universities 
would  be  motivated  to  participate  due  to  the  potential  income  resulting  from  licensing  the 
patents  to  industry. 

The  key  elements  of  Title  II  of  the  Economic  Recovery  Tax  Act  of  1981 
(P.L.  97-34)  that  are  relevant  to  this  thesis  include  a  temporary  25  percent  tax  credit  for 
company  support  of  university  basic  research.  Industry  was  also  permitted  a  larger  tax 
deduction  for  charitable  contributions  of  research  equipment  to  academic  institutions. 
The  Tax  Reform  Act  of  1986  (P.L.  99-514)  reduced  the  credit  for  industry  investment  in 
university  basic  research  to  20  percent.  Although  P.L.  99-514  reduced  the  credit  for 
industry  contributions  to  university  basic  research  established  by  the  1981  Act,  it 
increased  the  charitable  deduction  for  donations  of  new  equipment  to  academic 
institutions.  A  stipulation  was  added  that  this  equipment  must  be  used  for  “research  or 
training  for  physical  or  biological  sciences  within  the  United  States.”  [Ref.  34:p.  6] 
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c.  Industry-Government 

Cooperation  between  industry  and  the  federal  government  is  the  third  and 
probably  most  obvious  element  that  Congress  considered  in  order  to  stimulate 
technological  advancement  in  the  private  sector. 


Trends  in  Federal  R&D,  FY  1976-2004 

in  billions  of  constant  FY  2003  dollars 


Source  AAAS  analyses  at  R&D  ir  AAAS  i-fcpons  Oil 
XXVII I  FY  2001  and  FY  2003  figure;  are  AAAS  esar-aees 
el  final  appropriation; 
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Figure  4.  Trends  in  Federal  R&D,  FY  1976  -  2004  (From:  [Ref.  36]) 


Government-wide  investment  in  research  and  development  to  meet  the 
mission  requirements  of  federal  departments  and  agencies  is  significant.  In  January 
2004,  Congress  approved  an  omnibus  appropriations  bill.  This  bill,  when  added  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  Homeland  Security  appropriation  bills,  resulted  in  a  record¬ 
setting  $127  billion  in  federal  research  and  development  funding.  This  amount  reflects 
Congress’  commitment  to  federal  research  and  development,  since  the  appropriation  was 
$4.6  billion  more  than  was  requested  by  the  Bush  Administration.  That  is  not  to  say  that 
the  Bush  Administration  is  not  a  supporter  of  federal  research  and  development.  Figure  4 
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above  shows  a  sharp  increase  in  federal  research  and  development  spending  since  fiscal 
year  2000.  For  the  fifteen  years  prior  to  the  Bush  Administration,  federal  research  and 
development  funding  hovered  in  the  $80  -  $90  billion  range.  [Ref.  37:p.  2] 


Trends  in  Defense  R&D,  FY  1976-2005 

in  billions  of  constant  FY  2004  dollars 
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□  DHS  defense  R&D 

□  DOE  defense  R&D 

□  Other  DOD  R&D  6.4  - 
■  DOD  S&T  6. 1-6. 3 


Source:  AAAS  analyses  of  R&D  in  AAAff&pertsf-XXfX. 
FY  2005  figures  are  Presidents  request;  FY  2004  figures 
are  latest  estimates.  DOD  S&T  figures  are  not  strictly 
comparable  for  all  years  because  of  changing  definitions. 
Includes  conduct  of  R&D  and  R&D  facilities. 
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Figure  5.  Trends  in  Defense  R&D,  FY  1976  -  2005  (From:  [Ref.  38]) 


As  shown  above,  congressional  funding  of  Department  of  Defense 
RDT&E  accounts  is  also  significant. 

The  Bush  Administration  requested  $61.8  billion  in  RDT&E  funding  for 
DoD  for  FY2004.  The  actual  amount  appropriated  in  September  2003  was  $66.3  billion. 
That  represents  a  $7.6  billion  (13  percent)  jump  over  the  Department  of  Defense  RDT&E 
appropriation  for  fiscal  year  2003.  Department  of  Defense  RDT&E  appropriations  saw  a 
rise  in  funding  starting  with  the  Reagan  Administration  in  1980.  It  peaked  during  his 
second  term,  and  slowly  declined  through  the  end  of  his  presidency  and  through  the  first 
Bush  Administration.  Over  the  next  eight  years,  Department  of  Defense  RDT&E  funding 
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remained  relatively  low.  [Ref.  37:p.  3]  During  the  Clinton  Administration,  Congress 
appropriated  between  $34  billion  and  $41  billion  per  year  for  DoD  RDT&E.  [Ref.  39:p. 
1] 

This  major  level  of  investment  over  the  past  two  decades  has  led  to 
countless  new  and  improved  technologies  and  processes.  It  also  led  to  the  generation  of 
an  enormous  amount  of  knowledge.  For  many  years,  a  significant  portion  of  these 
resources  have  remained  within  the  four  walls  of  federal  and  academic  laboratories.  It  is 
conceivable  that  many  of  these  resources  may  have  applications  beyond  their  original 
intent.  In  order  to  provide  access  to  these  resources  and  promote  commercialization  in 
the  industrial  community,  Congress  enacted  various  laws  to  establish  federal  entities  and 
mechanisms  to  facilitate  the  transition  of  these  resources  between  the  public  and  private 
sectors. 

The  most  significant  legislation  providing  private  sector  access  to  federal 
laboratories  is  the  Stevenson-Wydler  Technology  Innovation  Act  of  1980  (P.L.  96-480), 
as  amended  by  the  Federal  Technology  Transfer  Act  of  1986  (P.L.  99-502),  the  Omnibus 
Trade  and  Competitiveness  Act  (discussed  above),  the  1990  Department  of  Defense 
(DOD)  Authorization  Act  (P.L.  101-189),  and  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act 
for  FY 1991  (P.L.  101-510).  [Ref.  31:p.  8] 

Prior  to  P.L.  96-480,  technology  transfer  was  not  part  of  the  mission 
requirements  of  the  federal  departments  and  agencies,  with  the  exception  of  the  National 
Aeronautics  and  Space  Administration  (NASA).  The  Stevenson-Wydler  Technology 
Innovation  Act  of  1980  changed  all  that.  Within  this  Act,  Congress  was  very  explicit 
about  the  expanded  federal  role  they  envisioned: 

It  is  the  continuing  responsibility  of  the  federal  government  to  ensure  the 
full  use  of  the  results  of  the  Nation’s  federal  investment  in  research  and 
development.  To  this  end  the  federal  government  shall  strive  where 
appropriate  to  transfer  federally  owned  or  originated  [non-classified] 
technology  to  state  and  local  governments  and  to  the  private  sector. 

(U.S.C.  Title  15,  Chapter  63,  Section  3710(a)(1)) 
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To  ensure  that  the  proper  amount  of  attention  was  directed  to  this 
endeavor,  P.L.  96-480  required  each  federal  agency  and  their  laboratories  to  establish  an 
Office  of  Research  and  Technology  Applications.  The  function  of  the  Office  of  Research 
and  Technology  Applications  is  to  identify  technologies  and  ideas  that  have  potential  for 
application  outside  of  the  federal  government. 

As  indicated  above,  there  were  several  amendments  to  the  Stevenson- 
Wydler  Technology  Innovation  Act  to  provide  additional  incentives  for  the  transfer  and 
commercialization  of  technology  originating  in  federal  research  laboratories.  The 
Federal  Technology  Transfer  Act  of  1986  (P.L.  99-502)  amended  Stevenson-Wydler  to 
allow  government-owned,  government-operated  laboratories  (GOGOs)  to  enter  into 
CRADAs  with  universities  and  the  private  sector.  The  FY1990  Defense  Authorization 
Act  (P.L.  101-189)  gave  authority  to  enter  into  CRADAs  with  universities  and  the  private 
sector  to  government-owned,  contractor-operated  laboratories  (GOCOs).  [Ref.  34:p.  6] 

CRADAs  are  agreements  between  one  or  more  federal  laboratories  and 
one  or  more  non-federal  parties  to  perfonn  cooperative  and  mutually  beneficial  research 
and  development.  A  CRADA  (as  defined  in  the  statute)  is  not  a  procurement  contract, 
grant  or  cooperative  agreement.  The  Federal  Acquisition  Regulations  (FAR)  and  the 
various  agency  procurement  regulations  are  not  applicable  to  CRADAs.  Under  a 
CRADA,  the  federal  laboratory  can  provide  personnel,  services,  facilities,  equipment,  or 
other  resources  with  or  without  reimbursement.  However,  the  laboratory  cannot  provide 
funds  to  non-federal  parties  under  a  CRADA.  Non-federal  parties  may  provide  funds, 
personnel,  services,  facilities,  equipment,  or  other  resources  toward  the  conduct  of 
specified  research  or  development  efforts. 

Research  and  development  conducted  under  a  CRADA  must  be  consistent 
with  the  missions  of  the  federal  laboratory  entering  into  the  agreement.  As  a  matter  of 
principle,  CRADA  objectives  should  be  mutually  beneficial  to,  and  protect  the  interest  of 
both  parties  to  the  agreement. 

In  addition  to  the  collaboration  aspect  of  a  CRADA,  substantial 
intellectual  property  benefits  flow  to  a  non-federal  partner.  The  Act  provides  that  the 
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director  of  the  laboratory  may  enter  into  an  advanced  agreement  with  the  participating 
non-federal  partner  transferring  title  to,  or  licenses  for,  inventions  made  by  the 
laboratory.  The  Act  also  provides  that  the  director  of  the  laboratory  may  enter  into  an 
advanced  agreement  with  the  participating  non-federal  partner  waiving  any  right  of 
ownership  the  government  might  have  in  inventions  resulting  from  the  collaborative 
effort.  However,  the  government  retains  a  nonexclusive,  nontransferable,  irrevocable, 
paid-up  license  to  practice  (or  have  practiced)  the  invention  for  fulfillment  of  government 
requirements.  [Ref.  34:p.  6] 

The  Federal  Technology  Transfer  Act  of  1986  provided  significant 
incentives  for  employees  of  federal  laboratories  to  facilitate  the  transfer  of  federal  science 
and  technology  to  the  private  sector.  Employees  actively  involved  in  that  effort  could 
receive  cash  awards  if  those  efforts  contribute  to  the  mission  of  the  laboratory  or  their 
efforts  lead  to  commercialization  of  the  transferred  technology.  In  addition,  the  Act 
provided  that  federal  laboratory  employees  could  receive  at  least  15  percent  of  royalties 
generated  by  the  licensing  of  the  patent(s)  associated  with  their  inventions.  The  Act  even 
went  so  far  as  to  allow  (current  or  former)  federal  employees  responsible  for  the 
invention  to  obtain  title  (subject  to  the  above-mentioned  licensing  rights  of  the 
government)  should  the  government  not  choose  to  exercise  its  right  to  patent  the 
invention.  [Ref.  34:p.  7] 

Laboratory  personnel  and  former  employees  were  also  pennitted  to 
participate  in  commercialization  activities  provided  that  these  activities  did  not  conflict 
with  agency  ethics,  conflict  of  interest,  or  code  of  conduct  regulations.  In  the  case  of 
GOCOs,  the  National  Competitiveness  Technology  Transfer  Act  of  1989  (P.L.  101-189) 
required  the  establishment  of  agency  safeguards  to  avoid  conflicts  of  interest,  and 
possible  unjust  enrichment  of  employees  working  at  those  federal  laboratories. 

Preference  for  cooperative  ventures  is  given  to  small  businesses, 

companies  that  will  manufacture  in  the  United  States,  or  foreign  firms  from  countries  that 

permit  American  companies  to  enter  into  similar  arrangements.  To  assist  small 

businesses  that  may  not  have  sophisticated  management  systems,  the  National  Defense 

Authorization  Act  for  FY1991  (P.L.  101-510)  amended  Stevenson-Wydler  to  allow 
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federal  laboratories  to  enter  into  a  contract  or  memorandum  of  understanding  with  a 
partnership  intermediary  to  perform  services  related  to  cooperative  or  joint  activities  with 
small  businesses.  The  primary  purpose  of  a  partnership  intermediary  was  to  increase  the 
likelihood  of  success  in  the  conduct  of  cooperative  or  joint  activities  between  a  federal 
laboratory  and  its  small  business  and  academic  institution  partners. 

The  legislation  detailed  above  proved  to  have  mixed  success  with  regard 
to  national  goals  of  stimulating  technological  advancement  in  the  private  sector.  Further, 
the  legislation  had  little  impact  on  the  ability  of  the  Department  of  Defense  to  gain  access 
to  new  technologies  invented  and  fostered  in  the  private  sector.  It  became  apparent  to  the 
Department  of  Defense  and  Congress  that  other  legislative  and  regulatory  changes  would 
be  necessary. 

F.  OTHER  TRANSACTION  AUTHORITY 

This  section  on  Other  Transaction  Authority  (OTA)  provides  background 
information  relative  to  the  government’s  motivation  in  developing  an  innovative 
approach  for  tapping  into  private  sector  R&D,  and  gaining  access  to  industry  leaders  who 
traditionally  did  not  do  business  with  the  Department  of  Defense.  The  goal  of  this  new 
approach  was  to  gain  access  to  technologies  that  could  result  in  weapon  systems  that 
were  technologically  superior  to  potential  enemy  forces,  and  do  it  at  significantly  less 
cost. 


The  Department  of  Defense  science  and  technology  program  has  as  its 
primary  mission  to  develop  and  transition  superior  technology  that  enables 
affordable  and  decisive  military  capability.  To  perform  this  mission  well, 
it  is  imperative  that  the  S&T  program  draw  upon  the  nation’s  best 
researchers  and  technology  developers. 

Among  the  best  science  and  technology  (S&T)  perfonners  are  many 
companies  that  primarily  serve  the  needs  of  the  commercial  marketplace. 
In  recent  years,  DoD’s  access  to  those  performers  has  been  limited  by 
government  business  practices.  These  practices  include  many 
government-unique  requirements  that  discouraged  some  companies  from 
doing  business  with  the  government  and  caused  other  firms  to  create 
divisions  for  government  business  that  are  separate  and  isolated  from 
divisions  for  commercial  business. 
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It  is  in  the  interest  of  the  Department  of  Defense  to  integrate  the 
government  and  commercial  sectors  of  the  national  technology  and 
industrial  base.  Specifically,  technology  and  industrial  base  integration 
will  help  reduce  the  Department  of  Defense’s  life-cycle  costs  for  weapon 
and  support  systems.  However,  for  this  to  take  place,  it  is  imperative  that 
the  Department  of  Defense  gain  access  to  those  firms  that  have  not 
traditionally  done  business  with  the  government.  It  will  also  help  increase 
technological  sophistication  by  allowing  the  Department  of  Defense  to 
take  advantage  of  technology  in  the  commercial  marketplace  that  often  is 
more  advanced  than  what  is  available  in  the  defense  sector.  [Ref.  40  :p.  3] 

The  Department  of  Defense  has  various  instruments  at  its  disposal  for  obtaining 
the  products  or  services  it  needs  to  meet  mission  requirements,  or  to  support  research  of 
interest  to  the  department.  They  are  contracts,  grants,  cooperative  agreements,  and  Other 
Transactions.  These  instruments  are  also  used  by  DoD  to  support  or  acquire  research. 
Each  of  these  instruments  was  developed  for  specific  purposes.  Selection  of  the  proper 
instrument  is  generally  based  on  the  nature  of  the  research,  and  the  level  and  type  of 
govemment/contractor  interaction  anticipated. 

The  various  forms  of  contracts  used  by  DoD  are  procurement  instruments.  That 
means  they  are  used  when  the  principle  purpose  of  the  effort  is  the  acquisition  of  goods 
or  services  for  the  direct  use  or  benefit  of  the  department.  Grants,  cooperative 
agreements,  and  Other  Transactions  (for  research)  are  classified  as  assistance 
instruments.  They  are  used  when  the  principal  purpose  is  to  stimulate  or  support  research 
efforts  for  a  public  purpose  (i.e.,  not  for  the  direct  use  or  benefit  of  the  Department). 
Another  key  distinction  between  a  procurement  instrument  and  an  assistance  instrument 
is  that  procurement  instruments  are  governed  by  the  Federal  Acquisition  Regulation 
(FAR)  and  Department  of  Defense  Acquisition  Regulation  Supplement  (DFARS). 
Assistance  instruments  generally  are  not  subject  to  the  FAR  or  DFARS.  Freedom  from 
these  government-unique  requirements  helped  to  foster  relationships  between  DoD  and 
the  commercially-focused  businesses  that  DoD  hoped  to  attract  to  defense-related  work. 
[Ref.  4:p.  17] 
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Of  the  instruments  identified  above,  the  one  that  tends  to  generate  the  most 
puzzled  looks  among  acquisition  professionals  is  the  term  “Other  Transaction”  (OT). 
Other  Transactions  are  agreements  used  for  research  and  prototype  projects.  They  are 
defined,  not  by  what  they  are,  but  by  what  they  are  not.  They  are  not  a  contract,  grant,  or 
cooperative  agreement.  Many  in  the  Department  of  Defense  and  industry  support  Other 
Transactions  as  a  way  to  access  cutting-edge  technologies  and  as  a  way  to  foster 
relationships  with  commercial  firms  that  generally  refuse  to  contract  with  the  federal 
government  because  of  unique  requirements  imposed  by  the  FAR  and  various  pro¬ 
curement  statutes.  Other  Transactions  are  not  subject  to  the  FAR,  nor  are  they  subject  to 
certain  procurement  statutes  such  as  the  Competition  in  Contracting  Act  or  the  Contract 
Disputes  Act. 

The  first  government  organization  to  recognize  the  need  for  an  alternative 
contracting  vehicle  to  enable  DoD  to  tap  into  this  commercial  business  sector  was  the 
Defense  Advanced  Research  Projects  Agency  (DARPA).  DARPA  is  the  central  research 
and  development  organization  for  the  Department  of  Defense.  It  manages  and  directs 
selected  basic  and  applied  research  and  development  projects  for  DoD.  Although  all  the 
services  have  basic  and  applied  R&D  programs,  DARPA  is  different  in  that  it  is  tasked 
with  pursuing  high  risk  -  high  payoff  technologies  that  can  provide  DoD  with  leap-ahead 
capabilities.  “As  the  private  industry  technology  industries  began  to  explode  in  the  late 
1980’s,  DARPA  recognized  that  they  had  a  need  for  tapping  into  this  explosion  and 
consequently,  sought  a  contractual  approach  to  negotiating  tenns  and  conditions  that  was 
more  flexible  than  the  standard  FAR  contract  or  cooperative  agreement.”  [Ref.  4:p.  18] 

At  DARPA’s  urging,  Congress  decided  to  get  involved  to  ensure  that  the 
Department  of  Defense  had  access  to  a  broader  spectrum  of  the  national  technology  and 
industrial  base.  In  November  1989,  Congress  enacted  Section  251  of  Public  Law  101- 
189  (codified  at  10  U.S.C.  2371)  which  gave  authority  to  DARPA  to  conduct  research 
and  technology  development  using  “cooperative  agreements”  or  “other  transactions.” 
The  authority  was  available  only  if  a  standard  contract  or  grant  was  not  feasible  or 
appropriate.  At  the  time,  10  U.S.C.  2371  was  enacted  as  a  temporary  two-year  pilot 
program  and  its  applicable  authorities  were  given  only  to  DARPA.  It  was  interesting  to 
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note  that  Congress  did  not  define  the  tenn  “Other  Transactions.”  DARPA  interpreted  this 
lack  of  specificity  as  giving  it  the  flexibility  it  desired  to  construct  a  research  agreement 
that  was  not  governed  by  the  FAR  or  various  procurement  statutes. 

The  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  FY  1992  extended  10  U.S.C.  2371 
authority  to  the  secretaries  of  the  military  departments  and  made  it  pennanent.  However, 
the  Act  also  added  restrictions  on  the  use  of  OTA.  One  significant  constraint  came  in  the 
form  of  a  cost-sharing  requirement.  The  Act  required  cost  matching  by  the  non-federal 
parties  to  the  extent  the  Secretary  of  Defense  determined  practicable.  A  primary  example 
of  the  implementation  of  this  requirement  was  the  Dual  Use  Science  &  Technology 
(DUS&T)  Program.  This  program  specifically  prohibited  the  government  from  investing 
more  that  50  percent  of  the  project  cost  (i.e.,  non-government  participants  were  required 
to  invest  a  minimum  of  50  percent  of  the  project  cost).  A  second  significant  constraint 
was  that,  prior  to  using  an  Other  Transaction,  the  awarding  organization  had  to  document 
that  use  of  a  standard  contract,  grant,  or  cooperative  agreement  was  not  feasible  or 
appropriate. 

OTA  was  broadened  even  further  under  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act 
for  FY  1994  (Public  Law  103-160).  Under  the  Act,  DARPA  was  again  recognized  as  the 
reinvention  lab  for  this  type  of  acquisition  vehicle.  Section  845  of  the  Act  extended  the 
Other  Transaction  authority  of  10  U.S.C.  2371  to  cover  prototype  projects  directly 
relevant  to  weapons  or  weapons  systems  proposed  to  be  acquired  or  developed.  The 
DoD  Other  Transaction  Guide  states  that  prototype  projects  can  include  prototypes  of 
weapon  subsystems,  components,  or  technology,  as  well  as  entire  weapon  systems. 
Moreover,  a  prototype  can  be  “a  physical  or  virtual  model  used  to  evaluate  the  technical 
or  manufacturing  feasibility  of  military  utility  of  a  particular  technology  or  process, 
concept,  end  item,  or  system.”  [Ref.  41:p.  12] 

The  significance  of  this  Act  was  that  Other  Transactions,  which  were  previously 
used  as  assistance  instruments,  could  now  be  used  as  a  procurement  instrument.  As 
stated  above,  assistance  instruments  are  used  when  the  principal  purpose  is  to  stimulate  or 
support  research  efforts  for  a  public  purpose  (i.e.,  not  for  the  direct  use  or  benefit  of  the 
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department).  Section  845  Other  Transaction  Authority  made  this  vehicle  available  for 
procurement,  although  its  use  was  limited  to  the  prototype  stage  of  weapons 
development. 

These  “Section  845”  prototype  projects  were  to  be  conducted  under  the  provisions 
of  10  U.S.C.  2371.  However,  unlike  Other  Transactions  for  “research”  awarded  under 
the  provisions  of  10  U.S.C.  2371,  Other  Transactions  for  prototype  projects  were  exempt 
from  the  cost-sharing  requirement.  Further,  awards  under  this  authority  did  not  require 
DARPA  to  determine  that  the  use  of  a  standard  contract,  grant,  or  cooperative  agreement 
was  not  appropriate  or  feasible.  Section  845  was  intended  as  a  three-year  pilot. 

Section  804  of  the  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  FY  1997  (PL  104-201) 
extended  Section  845  prototype  authority  to  the  secretaries  of  the  military  departments 
and  any  other  official  designated  by  the  Secretary  of  Defense. 

The  statutory  authority  of  10  U.S.C.  2371  has  been  extended  three  times.  The 
National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  FY  1999  extended  it  through  30  September  2001. 
Section  803  of  the  FY  2001  Defense  Authorization  Act  extended  DoD’s  Section  845 
prototype  authority  to  September  30,  2004  and  established  new  conditions  for  the 
appropriate  use  of  the  authority.  Specifically: 

The  Secretary  of  Defense  shall  ensure  that  no  official  of  an  agency  enters 
into  a  transaction  (other  than  a  contract,  grant,  or  cooperative  agreement) 
for  a  prototype  project  under  the  authority  of  this  section  unless— 

(A)  there  is  at  least  one  nontraditional  defense  contractor 
participating  to  a  significant  extent  in  the  prototype  project;  or 

(B)  no  nontraditional  defense  contractor  is  participating  to  a 
significant  extent  in  the  prototype  project,  but  at  least  one  of  the 
following  circumstances  exists: 

(i)  At  least  one  third  of  the  total  cost  of  the  prototype 
project  is  to  be  paid  out  of  funds  provided  by  parties  to  the 
transaction  other  than  the  Federal  Government. 

(ii)  The  senior  procurement  executive  for  the  agency  (as 
designated  for  the  purposes  of  section  16(3)  of  the  Office  of 
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Federal  Procurement  Policy  Act  (41  U.S.C.  414(3)) 
determines  in  writing  that  exceptional  circumstances  justify 
the  use  of  a  transaction  that  provides  for  innovative 
business  arrangements  or  structures  that  would  not  be 
feasible  or  appropriate  under  a  contract.  [Ref.  41:p.  1] 

Section  803  also  required  that  all  Section  845  OT’s  for  prototype  projects 
requiring  total  government  funding  in  excess  of  $5,000,000  must  include  a  clause  that 
provides  the  Comptroller  General  access  to  the  records  of  any  party  to  the  agreement  or 
any  entity  that  participates  in  the  performance  of  the  agreement,  and  that  no  transaction 
entered  into  under  this  authority  shall  provide  for  research  that  duplicates  research  being 
conducted  under  existing  DOD  programs.  Section  803  did  not  eliminate  the  requirement 
originally  established  by  Section  845  of  P.L.  103-160  that  competitive  procedures  be 
used  to  the  maximum  extent  practicable  when  entering  into  agreements  for  prototype 
projects. 

Within  Section  803,  Congress  instituted  a  new  requirement  that  the  Department  of 
Defense  must  submit  an  annual  report  to  Congress  on  the  use  of  Other  Transaction 
Authority  and  their  compliance  with  Section  803  restrictions  cited  above.  This  reporting 
requirement  will  be  discussed  in  more  detail  in  Chapter  III  of  this  thesis. 

The  Bob  Stump  National  Defense  Authorization  Act  for  Fiscal  Year  2003  (P.L. 
107-314),  extended  the  statutory  authority  of  10  U.S.C.  2371  through  30  September 
2005. 

As  pointed  out  by  Gilliland  (2001),  Other  Transaction  Authority  evolved  down 
two  distinctly  different  paths  —  assistance  and  procurement.  The  first  is  an  assistance 
instrument  granted  under  the  statutory  authority  of  10  U.S.C.  2371.  These  Other 
Transactions  are  used  to  carry  out  basic,  applied  or  advanced  research  projects.  As 
pointed  out  earlier,  grants  and  cooperative  agreements  are  also  assistance  instruments 
used  to  support  research  projects.  The  second  path,  known  as  a  Section  845  Prototype 
Other  Transaction,  is  used  for  the  purpose  of  pursuing  prototype  projects  directly  relevant 
to  current  or  proposed  weapon  systems. 
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G.  CONCLUSIONS 

In  addition  to  “Other  Transactions,”  one  other  research  vehicle  was  developed 
during  the  late  1990’s.  That  vehicle  became  known  as  the  Technology  Investment 
Agreement  (TIA).  TIAs  evolved  from  types  of  cooperative  agreements  and  “other 
transactions”  developed  by  DARPA  and  the  military  departments  between  1991  and 
1996.  Since  initially  being  given  Other  Transaction  Authority,  DARPA  developed  an 
Other  Transaction  instrument,  which  they  called  a  “consortium  agreement”.  When  the 
military  departments  were  given  the  Other  Transaction  Authority,  they  primarily  used  a 
type  of  cooperative  agreement.  In  both  cases,  the  instruments  were  used  to  carry  out 
basic,  applied  or  advanced  research  projects  and  were  tailored  to  remove  barriers  (i.e., 
traditional  government  acquisition  statutes  and  regulations)  to  attracting  commercial 
firms.  By  1997,  it  was  apparent  that  DARPA  and  the  services  were  issuing  two  different 
instruments  with  different  names,  but  citing  the  same  authority  and  pursuing  the  same 
contractors.  It  was  detennined  that  this  was  causing  a  lot  of  confusion  within  DoD  and 
industry.  Consequently,  the  Director  of  Defense  Research  and  Engineering  (DDR&E) 
which  is  the  office  responsible  for  assistance  policy,  issued  guidance  on  December  2, 
1997  merging  the  two  types  of  agreements  into  a  single  class  of  assistance  instrument 
called  a  TIA.  [Ref.  5:p.  13] 

It  is  important  to  note  that  prior  research  by  Stamatopoulas  (1999),  Gilliland 
(2001),  and  Tucker  (2002),  along  with  multiple  DoD  websites,  unanimously  assert  that 
the  primary  purpose  of  Other  Transaction  Authority  was  to  eliminate  barriers  which,  in 
the  past,  had  prevented  DoD  from  tapping  into  private  sector  R&D,  and  to  gain  access  to 
industry  leaders  who  traditionally  did  not  do  business  with  the  Department  of  Defense. 
Prior  research  has  touched  on  the  fact  that  some  previously  untapped  sources  of 
commercial  R&D  did  in  fact  start  participating  in  DoD  projects  as  a  result  of  Other 
Transaction  Authority,  but  not  to  the  extent  expected  or  intended.  [Ref.  4:p.  101  and  Ref. 
5:p.  24]  If  a  significant  amount  of  RDT&E  dollars  awarded  using  Other  Transaction 
Authority  is  not  going  to  these  “non-traditional”  contractors,  who  is  getting  those  funds? 
That  question  will  be  answered  in  subsequent  chapters  of  this  thesis. 
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III.  DATA  PRESENTATION  AND  ANALYSIS 


In  order  to  determine  whether  Other  Transactions  have  met  the  intent  of 
Congress,  one  must  look  at  available  data.  This  thesis  will  focus  on  two  key  data 
sources.  The  first  is  the  Department  of  Defense  Annual  Report  on  Cooperative 
Agreements  and  Other  Transactions  submitted  to  Congress  for  fiscal  years  1997  through 
2003  (Key  data  from  those  reports  were  placed  in  the  spreadsheets  provided  at  Appendix 
C.).  The  other  data  source  of  interest  to  this  researcher  is  the  annual  reports  for  fiscal 
years  1997  through  2003  that  list  the  Top  100  DoD  Contractors  Receiving  Contract 
Awards  For  Research,  Development,  Test,  And  Evaluation  (RDT&E).  The  Department 
of  Defense  Directorate  for  Information  Operations  and  Reports  (DIOR)  issues  these 
reports. 

A.  ANNUAL  REPORTS  ON  COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS  AND  OTHER 

TRANSACTIONS 

10  U.S.C.  2371(h)(1)  requires  that  not  later  than  90  days  after  the  end  of  each 
fiscal  year,  the  Secretary  of  Defense  submit  to  the  Committee  on  Anned  Services  of  the 
Senate  and  the  Committee  on  Anned  Services  of  the  House  of  Representatives  a  report 
on  the  use  of  cooperative  agreements  and  other  transactions. 

Fiscal  year  1997  was  the  first  year  that  the  Department  of  Defense  submitted  its 
Annual  Report  on  Cooperative  Agreements  and  Other  Transactions  to  Congress.  The 
report  included  a  one  page  “introduction”  that  summarized  the  awards  for  that  fiscal  year. 
As  with  all  submissions  to  Congress  in  subsequent  fiscal  years,  the  rest  of  the  report  was 
a  series  of  one  -  three  page  summaries  of  each  award.  Appendix  B  is  seven  pages  taken 
from  the  DoD  “OT  Guide,  January  2001”,  which  provides  the  services  with  instructions 
on  the  required  format,  and  what  information  to  include  in  the  annual  report.  One  of 
these  reports  was  required  for  each  cooperative  agreement  or  other  transaction  award. 

The  information  provided  in  those  individual  summary  pages  was  dictated  by 
Congress  in  10  U.S.C.  2371(h)(2)  which  states, 
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The  report  shall  include,  with  respect  to  the  cooperative  agreements  and 
other  transactions  covered  by  the  report,  the  following: 

(A)  The  technology  areas  in  which  research  projects  were 
conducted  under  such  agreements  or  other  transactions. 

(B)  The  extent  of  the  cost-sharing  among  Federal  Government 
and  non-Federal  sources. 

(C)  The  extent  to  which  the  use  of  the  cooperative  agreements 
and  other  transactions  — 

(i)  has  contributed  to  a  broadening  of  the  technology 
and  industrial  base  available  for  meeting 
Department  of  Defense  needs;  and 

(ii)  has  fostered  within  the  technology  and  industrial 
base  new  relationships  and  practices  that  support 
the  national  security  of  the  United  States. 

The  total  amount  of  payments,  if  any,  that  were  received  by  the  Federal 
Government  during  the  fiscal  year  covered  by  the  report  pursuant  to  a 
clause  described  in  subsection  (d)  that  was  included  in  the  cooperative 
agreements  and  other  transactions,  and  the  amount  of  such  payments,  if 
any,  that  were  credited  to  each  account  established  under  subsection  (f). 

B.  PROCUREMENT  STATISTICS 

Each  year  the  Department  of  Defense  Directorate  for  Information  Operations  and 
Reports  (DIOR)  collects  data  from  the  DD350  and  DD1057  databases.  The  DD350, 
Individual  Contracting  Action  Report,  is  a  form  generated  to  provide  detailed  information 
on  each  award  made  by  DoD  for  all  awards  over  the  value  of  $25,000.  The  DD1057, 
Monthly  Summary  of  Contracting  Actions,  provides  similar  information  for  awards  at  or 
below  that  threshold. 

The  DIOR  then  takes  the  data  collected  in  the  DD350  and  DD1057  databases  and 
generates  statistical  reports.  Of  interest  to  this  researcher  is  the  report  that  lists  the  “Top 
100  DoD  Contractors  Receiving  Contract  Awards  for  Research,  Development,  Test,  And 
Evaluation  (RDT&E).” 
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The  Top  10  companies,  their  rank,  and  the  total  amount  of  RDT&E  dollars 
awarded  to  them  for  fiscal  years  1997  through  2003  are  provided  in  the  following  two 
tables: 


Table  1.  Ranking  of  Top  10  Among  DoD  Contractors  Receiving  RDT&E  Dollars  For 

Fiscal  Years  1997  -  2003  (From:  [Ref.  42]) 


Contractor 

FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Lockheed  Martin 

Corporation 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

The  Boeing  Company 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Northrop  Grumman 
Corporation 

3 

4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

Raytheon  Corporation 

4 

3 

4 

4 

5 

5 

5 

General  Dynamics 
Corporation 

5 

5 

9 

7 

7 

Textron  Incorporated 

6 

7 

TRW  Incorporated 

7 

6 

5 

5 

6 

8 

General  Motors  Corporation 

8 

United  Technologies 
Corporation 

9 

6 

8 

4 

4 

8 

Massachusetts  Institute  of 
Technology 

10 

10 

10 

The  Mitre  Corporation 

8 

7 

6 

10 

The  Carlyle  Group 

9 

8 

The  Aerospace  Corporation 

10 

8 

10 

10 

Boeing/Sikorsky  Team 

7 

7 

6 

6 

Science  Applications 
International  Corporation 
(SAIC) 

9 

9 

9 

9 

Halliburton  Company 

4 
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Table  2.  Total  RDT&E  Dollars  Awarded  to  Top  10  DoD  Contractors  For  Fiscal  Years 
1997  -  2003-for  Contractor  Dollars  (in  billions)  (From:  [Ref.  42]) 


Contractor 

FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Lockheed  Martin 
Corporation 

$4.1 

$4.8 

$4.6 

$4.1 

$4.3 

$5.3 

$7.4 

The  Boeing  Company 

$1.6 

$2.1 

$2.1 

$2.8 

$3.5 

$4.3 

$4.3 

Northrop  Grumman 
Corporation 

$1.3 

$1.0 

$1.0 

$.8 

$1.0 

$1.4 

$2.8 

Raytheon  Corporation 

$.7 

$1.1 

$.9 

$.6 

$.6 

$1.0 

$1.3 

General  Dynamics 
Corporation 

$.6 

$.8 

$.4 

$.6 

$.7 

Textron  Incorporated 

$.6 

$.5 

TRW  Incorporated 

$.6 

$.6 

$.6 

$.6 

$.5 

$.5 

General  Motors 

Corporation 

$.5 

United  Technologies 
Corporation 

$.4 

$.6 

$.4 

$.8 

$1.2 

$.7 

Massachusetts  Institute  of 
Technology 

$.4 

$.4 

$.3 

The  Mitre  Corporation 

$.4 

$.4 

$.4 

$.4 

The  Carlyle  Group 

$.4 

$.4 

The  Aerospace 

Corporation 

$.4 

$.4 

$.5 

$.5 

Boeing/Sikorsky  Team 

$.4 

$.5 

$.7 

$.8 

Science  Applications 
International  Corporation 
(SAIC) 

$.4 

$.4 

$.5 

$.5 

Halliburton  Company 

$1.5 

Total  Dollars  Awarded  to 
Top  10  DoD  Contractors7 

$10.8 

$12.1 

$11.4 

$10.8 

$12.4 

$16.0 

$20.5 

Total  DoD  RDT&E 

Dollars  by  Fiscal  Year 

$36. 51 

$37.22 

$38. 13 

$38. 33 

$4 1 ,74 

$48. 65 

$58. 36 

Percent  of  Total  DoD 
RDT&E  Dollars  Awarded 
to  Top  10  DoD 

Contractors7 

29.6% 

32.5% 

30.0% 

28.2% 

29.7% 

32.9% 

35.2% 

Department  of  Defense  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  1999,  RDT&E  Programs  (R-l),  February  1998 


2  Department  of  Defense  Budget  for  Fiscal  Years  2000/2001,  RDT&E  Programs  (R-l),  February  1999 

3  Department  of  Defense  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  2001,  RDT&E  Programs  (R-l),  February  2000 

4  Department  of  Defense  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  2003,  RDT&E  Programs  (R-l),  February  2002 

5  Department  of  Defense  Budget  for  Fiscal  Years  2004/2005,  RDT&E  Programs  (R-l),  February  2003 

6  Department  of  Defense  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year  2005,  RDT&E  Programs  (R-l),  February  2004 

7  Calculated  by  author 
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As  discussed  in  previous  chapters,  the  intent  of  Congress  when  it  passed  Section 
251  of  Public  Law  101-189  (10  U.S.C.  2371)  was  to  provide  the  Department  of  Defense 
with  a  new  vehicle  that  could  be  used  to  attract  non-traditional  contractors  to  DoD 
science  and  technology  projects.  Previous  research  has  focused  on  the  fact  that  “non- 
traditional”  firms  have  participated  in  DoD  science  and  technology  projects  as  a  result  of 
other  transaction  authority.  Rather  than  focus  on  the  fact  that  some  new  participants  were 
attracted  to  DoD  science  and  technology  projects  and  concluding  that  the  legislation  is  a 
success,  this  researcher  chose  to  focus  on  the  number  of  awards  and  the  total  dollar  value 
awarded  to  these  new  participants  as  compared  with  traditional  defense  contractors  in  the 
DoD  procurement  arena  who  also  received  awards  using  the  authorities  of  10  U.S.C. 
2358  (cooperative  agreements)  and  10  U.S.C.  2371  (other  transactions). 

C.  “MAJOR  PLAYER”  VS.  “NON-TRADITIONAL  CONTRACTOR” 

The  DIOR  data  was  utilized  to  identify  the  major  players  within  the  world  of 
defense  procurement.  For  purposes  of  this  thesis,  the  term  “major  player”  refers  to  a 
company  which  is  ranked  in  the  Top  10  among  DoD  contractors  receiving  RDT&E 
dollars  in  any  given  year. 

The  contractors  identified  (above)  in  Ranking  of  Top  10  Among  DoD  Contractors 
Receiving  RDT&E  Dollars  For  Fiscal  Years  1997  -  2003  are  the  major  players  in  defense 
research  and  development  for  the  period  FY97-03.  The  fact  that  many  of  these 
companies  are  in  the  Top  10  year  after  year,  serves  to  reinforce  that  they  are  major 
players.  Additional  evidence  can  be  found  in  the  sheer  volume  of  DoD  RDT&E  dollars 
flowing  to  these  contractors,  as  illustrated  by  Total  RDT&E  Dollars  Awarded  to  Top  10 
DoD  Contractors  For  Fiscal  Years  1997  -  2003  (above). 

Although  the  term  “major  player”  was  established  for  purposes  of  this  thesis,  the 
term  “non-tradition  contractor”  has  an  official  definition.  According  to  Section  845, 
paragraph  (e),  a  non-traditional  contractor  is: 

An  entity  that  has  not,  for  a  period  of  at  least  one  year  prior  to  the  date  that 
a  transaction  (other  than  a  contract,  grant,  or  cooperative  agreement)  for  a 
prototype  project  under  the  authority  of  this  section  is  entered  into,  entered 
into  or  performed  with  respect  to 
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(1)  any  contract  that  is  subject  to  full  coverage  under  the  cost  accounting 
standards  prescribed  pursuant  to  section  26  of  the  Office  of  Federal 
Procurement  Policy  Act  (41  U.S.C.  422)  and  the  regulations  implementing 
such  section;  or 

(2)  any  other  contract  in  excess  of  $500,000  to  carry  out  prototype  projects 
or  to  perfonn  basic,  applied,  or  advanced  research  projects  for  a  Federal 
agency,  that  is  subject  to  the  Federal  Acquisition  Regulation. 

The  dollars  awarded  to  “major  players”  vs.  “non-traditional”  contractors  in  any 
given  year  serve  to  illustrate  the  stark  contrast  between  these  two  groups.  For  example, 
let’s  look  at  fiscal  year  2003.  The  Top  10  contractors  for  2003  are  shown  in  the  chart 
below  with  the  amount  of  RDT&E  dollars  (in  millions)  awarded  to  them  during  that  year. 
The  column  on  the  right  is  the  percentage  of  total  DoD  RDT&E  dollars  awarded 
(contracts,  grants,  cooperative  agreements,  and  “other  transactions”)  to  that  particular 
contractor  during  fiscal  year  2003.  The  Department  of  Defense  Budget  for  Fiscal  Year 
2005,  RDT&E  Programs  (R-l),  February  2004,  states  that  the  total  RDT&E  budget  for 
fiscal  year  2003  was  $58,307,309,000. 

Table  3.  Total  RDT&E  Dollars  (in  millions)  Awarded  to  Top  10  DoD  Contractors  For 

Fiscal  Year  2003  (From:  [Ref.  42]) 


Lockheed  Martin  Corporation 

$7,400 

12.7% 

The  Boeing  Company 

$4,257 

7.3% 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation 

$2,833 

4.9% 

Halliburton  Company 

$1,542 

2.6% 

Raytheon  Corporation 

$1,269 

2.2% 

Boeing/Sikorsky  Team 

$  774 

1.3% 

General  Dynamics  Corporation 

$  721 

1.2% 

United  Technologies  Corporation 

$  714 

1.2% 

Science  Applications  International  Corporation  (SAIC) 

$  541 

.9% 

The  Aerospace  Corporation 

$  539 

.9% 

TOTALS1 

$20,590 

35.2% 

1  Calculated  by  author 


By  comparison,  the  Department  of  Defense  Annual  Report  on  Cooperative 

Agreements  and  Other  Transactions  submitted  to  Congress  for  fiscal  year  2003  shows 

that  the  largest  award  made  to  a  non-traditional  prime  contractor  using  cooperative 
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agreements  and  other  transactions  during  fiscal  year  2003  was  $75M  (.13  per  percent  of 
the  total  DoD  RDT&E  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  2003).  That  award  went  to  Frontier 
Systems  Incorporated  and  covered  a  four-year  period  of  performance.  This  is  an 
unusually  large  award  as  the  next  highest  award  to  a  non-traditional  contractor  during 
that  fiscal  year  was  to  The  Space  Launch  Corporation  in  the  amount  of  $20. 8M  (.04  per 
percent  of  the  total  DoD  RDT&E  budget  for  Fiscal  Year  2003). 

There  is  a  clear  difference  between  the  amounts  of  funding  going  to  any  one  of 
the  “major  players”  compared  to  the  top  two  “non-traditional”  contractors  in  fiscal  year 
2003. 

D.  ANALYSIS  OF  THE  ANNUAL  REPORTS  ON  COOPERATIVE 

AGREEMENTS  AND  OTHER  TRANSACTIONS 

The  annual  reports  to  Congress  identify  (if  applicable)  awards  that  were  made  to 
“non-traditional”  contractors.  Most  reports  also  identify  (if  applicable)  when 
subcontracts  are  awarded  to  “non-traditional”  contractors.  There  are  a  few  cases  when  a 
report  states  that  subcontracts  were  awarded  to  “non-traditional”  contractors,  but  do  not 
identify  the  recipients  of  those  subcontracts.  In  those  cases,  this  researcher  took  the 
report  at  face  value  and  gave  credit  for  a  subcontract  to  a  “non-traditional”  contractor.  It 
should  be  stated  that  in  all  cases,  the  researcher  assumed  that  the  reports  were  accurate  in 
their  reporting  of  traditional  defense  contractor  participation  as  well  as  “non-traditional” 
contractor  participation. 

The  matrix  below  illustrates  the  number  of  awards  (cooperative  agreements  and 
“other  transactions”)  and  the  total  amount  of  DoD  RDT&E  funds  in  those  categories  over 
the  period  FY97  through  FY03.  The  data  was  developed  by  this  researcher  using  the 
spreadsheets  provided  at  Appendix  C. 
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Table  4.  Total  Dollars  (in  millions)  and  Number  of  Awards  of  Cooperative  Agreements 
and  “Other  Transactions”  Citing  “Non-Traditional”  Participation,  as  Reported  to 
Congress  for  Fiscal  Years  1997  -  2003 


FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Totals 

“Non- 

Traditional” 

Prime 

Contractor 

$10.1 

$58.5 

$10.8 

$24.1 

$120.9 

$20.1 

$152.1 

$396.6 

(Awards) 

12 

9 

5 

10 

21 

13 

17 

87 

“Major  Player”, 

“Non- 

Traditional” 

Participation 

$0.0 

$30.1 

$117.1 

$82.8 

$14.6 

$346.5 

$155.6 

$746.7 

(Awards) 

0 

3 

5 

5 

8 

15 

7 
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“Top  100 
Contractor  (Not 
“Major 

Player”),  “Non- 

Traditional” 

Participation 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$68.8 

$11.6 

$59.0 

$83.1 

$85.3 

$307.8 

(Awards) 

0 

0 

4 

2 

9 

7 

3 

25 

Traditional 
Defense 
Contractor  (Not 
In 

“Top  100”), 

“Non- 

Traditional” 

Participation 

$0.0 

$0.4 

$0.0 

$4.6 

$101.7 

$44.3 

$38.2 

$189.2 

(Awards) 

0 

2 

0 

1 

6 

6 

20 

35 

Teaming 

Arrangement 

With  “Major 

Player” 

Participation, 

“Non- 

Traditional” 

Participation 

$0.0 

$22.0 

$0.0 

$59.9 

$3.0 

$0.0 

$5.5 

$90.4 

(Awards) 

0 

1 

0 

1 

2 

0 

1 

5 

Teaming 
Arrangement 
With  “Top  100 
Contractor  (Not 
“Major 

$0.0 

$0.0 
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FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Totals 

Player”),  “Non- 

Traditional” 

Participation 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.7 

$.7 

(Awards) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

1 

Teaming 

Arrangement 

With 

Traditional 
Defense 
Contractor  (Not 
In 

“Top  100”), 

“Non- 

Traditional” 

Participation 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$14.3 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$14.3 

(Awards) 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

Other 

$0.0 

$5.5 

$1.0 

$0.0 

$3.4 

$19.3 

$0.3 

29.5 

(Awards) 

0 

1 

1 

0 

1 

1 

1 

5 

TOTAL 

DOLLARS 

$10.1 

$116.5 

$212.0 

$183.0 

$303.3 

$513.3 

$437.0 

$1,775.2 

TOTAL 

AWARDS 

12 

16 

16 

19 

48 

42 

49 

202 

The  data  presented  in  the  chart  above  supports  the  assertions  made  in  previous 
research  that  the  authorities  of  10  U.S.C.  2358  (cooperative  agreements)  and  10  U.S.C. 
2371  (other  transactions)  have  made  it  possible  for  DoD  to  attract  non-traditional 
contractors  to  DoD  research  efforts.  However,  the  data  presented  in  the  chart  below 
makes  it  clear  that  the  lion’s  share  of  awards  and  DoD  RDT&E  dollars  awarded  in  the 
form  of  cooperative  agreements  and  “other  transactions”  are  being  used  to  fund  research 
performed  by  traditional  defense  contractors. 
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Table  5.  Total  Dollars  (in  millions)  and  Number  of  Awards  of  Cooperative  Agreements 
and  “Other  Transactions”  as  Reported  to  Congress  for  Fiscal  Years  1997  - 
2003,  No  “Non-Traditional”  Participation  Reported 


FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Totals 

“Major 

Player”,  No 
“Non- 
Traditional” 
Participation 

$72.9 

$251.6 

$1,156.5 

$219.7 

$49.1 

$409.0 

$19.9 

$2,178.7 

(Awards) 

10 

37 

34 

41 

14 

11 

6 

153 

“Top  100 

Contractor 

(Not  “Major 

Player”)  No 

“Non- 

Traditional” 

Participation 

$91.0 

$16.3 

$20.4 

$42.4 

$32.9 

$12.9 

$41.1 

$257.0 

(Awards) 

11 

7 

20 

28 

21 

9 

7 

103 

Traditional 
Defense 
Contractor 
(Not  In 
“Top  100”), 

No  “Non- 

Traditional” 

Participation 

$148.2 

$186.8 

$221.8 

$591.5 

$68.9 

$90.3 

$22.8 

$1,330.3 

(Awards) 

34 

41 

62 

85 

37 

29 

9 

297 

Teaming 
Arrangement 
With  “Major 
Player” 
Participation, 
No  “Non- 
Traditional” 
Participation 

$31.0 

$15.4 

$23.8 

$32.6 

$1.2 

$0.0 

$0.2 

$104.2 

(Awards) 

3 

5 

7 

4 

1 

0 

2 

22 

Teaming 
Arrangement 
With  “Top 

100 

Contractor 
(Not  “Major 
Player”)  No 
“Non- 

$0.0 

$55.4 

$0.5 

$5.6 

$0.5 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$62.0 
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FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Totals 

Traditional” 

Participation 

(Awards) 

0 

1 

1 

2 

1 

0 

0 

5 

Teaming 

Arrangement 

With 

Traditional 
Defense 
Contractor 
(Not  In 
“Top  100”), 

No  “Non- 

Traditional” 

Participation 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

(Awards) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

Other 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

$0.0 

(Awards) 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

1 

1 

TOTAL 

DOLLARS 

(excludes 

“Other”) 

$343.1 

$525.5 

$1,423.0 

$891.8 

$152.6 

$512.2 

$84.0 

$3,932.2 

TOTAL 

AWARDS 

(excludes 

“Other”) 

58 

91 

124 

160 

74 

49 

25 

581 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  reports  citing  non-traditional  subcontractors  or  non- 
traditional  team  members  do  not  identify  how  much  of  the  award  value  flows  to  those 
subcontractors/team  members. 

In  order  to  get  a  flavor  for  the  significant  difference  between  “major  player”  and 
“non-traditional”  prime  contractor,  the  researcher  presented  data  from  fiscal  year  2003 
(pages  42  and  43).  Using  the  data  available  in  Appendix  C,  we  can  look  at  all  fiscal  years 
from  1997  through  2003  to  determine  if  this  is  generally  the  case. 


47 


Table  6.  Total  Dollars  (in  millions)  and  Number  of  Awards  of  Cooperative  Agreements 
and  “Other  Transactions”  as  Reported  to  Congress  for  Fiscal  Years  1997  - 
2003,  “Non-Traditional”  Prime  Contractor  and  “Major  Player” 


FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Totals 

“Non- 

Traditional” 

Prime 

Contractor 

$10.1 

$58.5 

$10.8 

$24.1 

$120.9 

$20.1 

$152.1 

$396.6 

(Awards) 

12 

9 

5 

10 

21 

13 

17 

87 

“Major 

Player”,  No 
“Non- 
Traditional” 
Participation 

$72.9 

$251.6 

$1,156.5 

$219.7 

$49.1 

$409.0 

$19.9 

$2,178.7 

(Awards) 

10 

37 

34 

41 

14 

11 

6 

153 

The  data  in  Table  6  above  was  extracted  directly  from  Table  4  and  Table  5.  This 
data  shows  that  during  the  seven-year  period  from  FY97  -  FY03,  $396. 6M  in  DoD 
RDT&E  dollars  were  awarded  through  the  use  of  cooperative  agreements  and  “other 
transactions”  directly  to  “non-traditional”  prime  contractors.  This  represents  only  6.9 
percent  of  the  total  $5,707.4M  awarded  through  the  use  of  cooperative  agreements  and 
“other  transactions”  during  that  period.  The  amount  of  $5,707.4  was  arrived  at  by  adding 
the  totals  from  the  Table  4  ($1,775.2)  and  Table  5  ($3,932.2). 

A  much  larger  number  of  dollars  went  to  “major  players”  with  no  “non- 
traditional”  contractor  participation.  The  data  above  shows  that  during  this  period, 
$2,178.7M  (38.2  percent)  of  total  RDT&E  dollars  awarded  through  the  use  of 
cooperative  agreements  and  “other  transactions”  went  directly  to  the  “major  players” 
with  no  “non-traditional”  contractor  participation. 

In  addition  to  the  difference  in  total  DoD  RDT&E  dollars  awarded  to  these  two 
groups,  there  is  also  a  major  difference  between  the  number  of  awards  and  the  average 
amount  of  the  awards.  Eighty-seven  (87)  awards  were  made  to  “non-traditional”  prime 
contractors.  One  hundred,  fifty-three  (153)  awards  were  made  to  “major  players”  with  no 
“non-traditional”  contractor  participation.  Dividing  the  total  number  of  awards  for  each 
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group  into  the  total  dollars  awarded  we  find  that  the  average  dollar  amount  of  an  award  to 
a  “non-traditional”  prime  contractor  was  $4.6M,  whereas,  the  average  dollar  amount  of 
an  award  to  a  “major  player”  with  no  “non-traditional”  contractor  participation  was  more 
than  three  times  as  great  at  $14.2M. 

The  analysis  above  was  limited  to  a  comparison  between  one  segment  of  Table  4 
(“Non-Traditional”  Prime  Contractor)  and  one  segment  of  Table  5  (“Major  Player”,  No 
“Non-Traditional”  Participation).  We  can  also  compare  Tables  4  and  5  in  their  entirety. 
The  data  in  those  charts  illustrate  the  fact  that  the  number  of  dollars  flowing  to  any 
cooperative  agreement  or  “other  transaction”  with  even  a  small  amount  of  participation 
by  a  “non-traditional”  contractor  pales  in  comparison  to  the  number  of  awards  and 
amount  of  funds  flowing  to  traditional  defense  contractors.  During  the  seven-year  period 
from  fiscal  year  1997  through  fiscal  year  2003,  only  202  cooperative  agreements  and 
“other  transactions”  were  awarded  with  some  degree  of  “non-traditional”  contractor 
participation,  while  580  cooperative  agreements  and  “other  transactions”  were  awarded 
to  traditional  defense  contractors  with  no  “non-traditional”  contractor  participation. 

The  data  in  Table  4  shows  that  during  that  seven  year  period,  $1,775.2M  in  DoD 
RDT&E  dollars  were  awarded  through  the  use  of  cooperative  agreements  and  “other 
transactions”  which  cite  the  participation  of  a  “non-traditional”  prime  contractor,  or  (to 
some  degree)  “non-traditional”  subcontractor(s)  or  team  member(s).  This  represents  31.1 
percent  of  the  total  $5,707.4M  awarded  through  the  use  of  cooperative  agreements  and 
“other  transactions”  during  that  period. 

The  data  in  Table  5,  shows  that  during  that  seven  year  period,  $3,932.2M  in  DoD 
RDT&E  dollars  were  awarded  through  the  use  of  cooperative  agreements  and  “other 
transactions”  which  indicate  that  there  is  no  participation  of  “non-traditional”  contractors 
in  these  awards.  This  represents  68.9  percent  of  the  total  $5,707.4M  awarded  through  the 
use  of  cooperative  agreements  and  “other  transactions”  during  that  period. 

Only  31.1  percent  of  total  DoD  RDT&E  dollars  awarded  through  the  use  of 
cooperative  agreements  and  “other  transactions”  went  directly  (or  indirectly)  to  “non- 
traditional”  contractors.  Conversely,  during  that  same  seven-year  period,  68.9  percent  of 
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total  RDT&E  dollars  awarded  using  cooperative  agreements  and  “other  transactions” 
went  to  traditional  defense  contractors  with  no  “non-traditional”  contractor  participation. 

E.  SUMMARY 

This  chapter  presented  and  analyzed  all  the  Department  of  Defense  Annual 
Reports  on  Cooperative  Agreements  and  Other  Transactions  submitted  to  Congress  for 
fiscal  years  1997  through  2003.  The  data  from  these  reports  were  reviewed  to  determine 
if  “non-traditional”  contractors  have  been  attracted  to  DoD  science  and  technology 
projects  as  a  result  of  the  authorities  of  10  U.S.C.  2358  (cooperative  agreements)  and  10 
U.S.C.  2371  (other  transactions).  The  answer  to  that  question  is  clearly  “yes”. 

However,  the  primary  purpose  of  this  chapter  was  to  detennine  if  cooperative 
agreements  and  “other  transactions”  have  been  awarded  to  traditional  defense 
contractors,  and  if  so,  to  what  extent.  The  data  presented  above  clearly  illustrates  that 
traditional  defense  contractors  have  received  awards  under  the  authorities  of  10  U.S.C. 
2358  and  10  U.S.C.  2371.  The  data  also  clearly  illustrates  that  despite  the  intent  of  the 
legislation  and  the  will  of  Congress  to  use  these  authorities  to  attract  “non-traditional” 
contractors  to  DoD  science  and  technology  projects,  a  large  majority  of  these  awards 
have  gone  to  traditional  defense  contractors  who  proposed  no  “non-traditional”  contractor 
participation. 
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IV.  CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 


A.  INTRODUCTION 

The  purpose  of  this  study  was  to  provide  a  comprehensive  analysis  of  Department 
of  Defense  “other  transaction”  awards  in  order  to  determine  the  extent  to  which  these 
awards  have  achieved  the  objectives  of  the  legislation  that  made  them  possible.  This 
final  chapter  will  provide  the  researcher’s  principal  conclusions.  These  conclusions  were 
derived  from  data  accumulated  and  analyzed  from  all  reports  submitted  to  Congress  by 
the  Department  of  Defense  detailing  cooperative  agreement  and  other  transaction  awards 
for  fiscal  years  1997  through  2003.  Chapter  IV  will  also  present  recommendations  based 
on  the  principle  conclusions,  provide  answers  to  research  questions  presented  in  Chapter 
I,  and  suggest  opportunities  for  further  research  expanding  on  this,  and  previous  research 
in  the  area  of  “other  transactions.” 

B.  CONCLUSIONS 

The  data  presented  and  analyzed  in  Chapter  III  lead  this  researcher  to  the 
following  conclusions: 

•  The  Department  of  Defense  has  been  minimally  successful  at  attracting 
“non-traditional”  contractors  to  defense  R&D  projects. 

As  stated  by  Gilliland  (2001),  “DOD’s  most  frequently  stated  primary  expected 
benefit  of  using  Section  845  OTA  is  to  give  it  access  to  more  non-traditional  R&D 
resources.”  Congress  indicated  this  in  the  language  of  the  legislation  authorizing  OTA. 
The  DUSD  (AT&L)  stated  it  in  its  most  current  OT  regulatory  document.  Finally,  GAO 
referred  to  it  in  a  2000  report  as  DOD’s  most  often  cited  expected  benefit.” 

As  detailed  in  this  thesis,  only  a  very  small  number  of  cooperative  agreements  and 
“other  transactions”  have  been  awarded  directly  to  “non-traditional”  contractors  for 
Department  of  Defense  research  and  development  efforts.  The  number  of  awards  and  the 
percentage  of  total  awards  are  presented  in  the  chart  below. 
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FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Totals 

Total  DoD  awards 
of  Cooperative 
Agreements  or 

Other  Transactions1 

70 

107 

140 

179 

122 

91 

74 

783 

Total  awards  to 

“Non-Traditional” 

.  2 
Prime  Contractors" 

12 

9 

5 

10 

21 

13 

17 

87 

Percent  awarded 
to  “Non- 
Traditional” 
Contractors 

17.1% 

8.4% 

3.6% 

5.6% 

17.2% 

14.3% 

23.0% 

11.1% 

1.  Sum  of  Award  Totals  from  Tables  4  and  5  (pages  45  and  47) 

2.  Totals  from  Table  4  (page  44) 


If  the  purpose  of  the  Other  Transaction  Authority  was  to  attract  “non-traditional” 
contractors  to  DoD  research  projects,  and  over  the  seven  (7)  year  period  only  11.1 
percent  of  the  awards  went  to  these  contractors,  then  this  researcher  concludes  that  (in 
large  part)  this  “other  transaction”  approach  to  reaching  these  contractors  was  ineffective. 

•  The  amount  of  RDT&E  funding  flowing  to  these  “non-traditional” 
contractors  is  minuscule. 

Chapter  III  documented  the  fact  that  “non-traditional”  contractors  tended  to 
receive  only  a  very  small  portion  of  the  funding  awarded  through  the  use  of  cooperative 
agreements  and  “other  transactions.”  The  details  are  presented  in  the  chart  below. 


Dollars  in  Millions 


FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Totals 

Total  DoD 

RDT&E 

Dollars1 

$36,503 

$37,184 

$38,104 

$38,289 

$41,748 

$48,623 

$58,307 

$298,758 

Total  DoD 

RDT&E 

Dollars 

awarded 

through  the 

use  of 

Cooperative 

Agreements 

or  Other 

Transactions 

to  “Non- 

$10.1 

$58.5 

$10.8 

$24.1 

$120.9 

$20.1 

$152.1 

$396.6 
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FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Totals 

Traditional” 

Prime 

2 

Contractors 

Percentage 

.028% 

.157% 

.028% 

.063% 

.290% 

.041% 

.261% 

.133% 

1.  Data  Obtained  from  R-l  Reports  as  Presented  in  Table  2  (page  40) 

2.  Totals  from  Table  4  (page  44) 


As  discussed  in  Chapter  II,  the  Department  of  Defense  and  Congress  came  to 
realize  in  the  1980’s  that  most  of  the  innovation  was  taking  place  (and  being  funded)  by 
companies  that  primarily  served  the  needs  of  the  commercial  marketplace.  DoD 
recognized  that  it  was  in  the  best  interest  of  the  Department  to  integrate  the  government 
and  commercial  sectors  of  the  national  technology  and  industrial  base.  Specifically, 
technology  and  industrial  base  integration  would  help  reduce  the  Department  of 
Defense’s  life-cycle  costs  for  weapon  and  support  systems.  It  would  also  help  increase 
technological  sophistication  by  allowing  the  Department  of  Defense  to  take  advantage  of 
technology  in  the  commercial  marketplace  that  often  is  more  advanced  than  what  is 
available  in  the  defense  sector. 

One  would  expect  from  the  arguments  made  by  DoD  that  once  they  received 
some  relief  from  the  laws  and  regulations  associated  with  FAR-type  procurements,  the 
flood  gates  would  be  opened  and  DoD  would  be  making  large  investments  in 
commercially  available  technologies.  That  obviously  was  not  the  case.  There  is  a  huge 
disparity  between  the  arguments  made  by  DoD  in  the  1980’s  in  order  to  get 
Congressional  authorization  for  a  procurement  vehicle  like  “other  transactions,”  and  the 
actual  use  of  that  vehicle  once  authorization  was  given.  It  is  very  apparent  from  the  table 
above  that  DoD  has  made  minimal  use  of  OTA  as  a  means  of  integrating  defense  and 
commercial  technology  and  industrial  bases. 

C.  RECOMMENDATIONS 

•  Revise  the  DoD  “OT  Guide”  to  require  the  services  to  report  the  amount 
of  funding  expected  to  flow  to  “non-traditional”  contractors. 

As  illustrated  in  Table  4,  during  fiscal  years  1997  through  2003,  there  were  one 
hundred  and  ten  (110)  awards  to  traditional  defense  contractors  with  one  or  more  “non- 
traditional”  subcontractors  or  team  members.  The  problem  is  that  little  detail  about  these 
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awards  is  provided  in  the  reports  to  Congress.  Some  reports  identify  the  “non- 
traditional”  players  while  others  do  not.  None  of  the  reports  citing  “non-traditional” 
subcontractors  or  “non-traditional”  team  members  indicate  how  much  of  the  award  value 
flows  to  those  subcontractors  or  team  members. 

If  DoD  and  Congress  are  to  fully  determine  the  effectiveness  of  Other  Transaction 
Authority,  it  is  essential  for  these  policy-making  bodies  to  know  how  much  of  DoD’s 
RDT&E  funding  is  going  to  these  “non-traditional”  contractors. 

•  It  is  time  for  Congress  and  the  Department  of  Defense  to  evaluate  and 
quantify  the  benefits  of  the  Other  Transaction  Authority. 

The  Department  of  Defense  is  now  in  its  ninth  year  of  using  Other  Transaction 
Authority.  It  is  time  to  determine  if  the  Department  is  realizing  the  promised  benefits  of 
using  “other  transactions.” 

Here  are  some  of  the  questions  to  be  answered  regarding  OTA: 

•  Have  contractors  actually  contributed  the  cost-share  on  which  some 
awards  were  based? 

•  Did  “non-traditional”  contractors  benefit  from  their  relationship  with  DoD 
and  if  so,  how? 

•  Why  have  so  many  commercial  firms  participated  in  only  one  award? 

•  What  benefits  have  been  realized  by  DoD  in  using  “other  transactions” 
with  traditional  defense  contractors? 

•  Many  of  the  reports  cited  “dual-use”  as  the  rationale  for  using  an  “other 
transaction.”  How  many  new  or  improved  products  have  entered  the 
commercial  market  place  as  a  result  of  the  DoD  funded  research? 

D.  ANSWERS  TO  RESEARCH  QUESTIONS 

•  Have  Other  Transactions  (OTs)  met  the  intent  of  Congress? 

Research  at  the  Naval  Postgraduate  School  performed  prior  to  this  thesis  touched 
on  the  fact  that  some  previously  untapped  sources  of  commercial  R&D  did  in  fact  begin 
to  participate  in  DoD  projects  as  a  result  of  Other  Transaction  Authority,  but  not  to  the 
extent  expected  or  intended.  [Ref.  4:  p.  101  and  Ref.  5:  p.  21] 

The  data  presented  in  Chapter  III  of  this  thesis  clearly  illustrated  that  “non- 
traditional”  defense  contractors  have  received  awards  under  the  authorities  of  10  U.S.C. 
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2358  and  10  U.S.C.  2371.  The  data  also  clearly  illustrates  that  despite  the  intent  of  the 
legislation  and  the  will  of  Congress  to  use  these  authorities  to  attract  “non-traditional” 
contractors  to  DoD  science  and  technology  projects,  a  large  majority  of  these  awards 
have  been  awarded  to  traditional  defense  contractors  who  proposed  no  “non-traditional” 
contractor  participation. 

•  What  is  Congressional  intent  with  respect  to  Other  Transactions? 

Prior  research  by  Stamatopoulas  (1999),  Gilliland  (2001),  and  Tucker  (2002), 
along  with  multiple  DoD  websites,  unanimously  assert  that  the  primary  purpose  of  Other 
Transaction  Authority  was  to  eliminate  barriers  which,  in  the  past,  had  prevented  DoD 
from  tapping  into  private  sector  R&D  and  gaining  access  to  industry  leaders  who 
traditionally  did  not  do  business  with  the  Department  of  Defense. 

•  What  percentage  of  Department  of  Defense  RDT&E  dollars  are  awarded 
through  the  use  of  Cooperative  Agreements  or  Other  Transactions? 

The  answer  to  this  question,  using  data  covering  fiscal  years  1997  through  2003, 
is  presented  in  the  chart  below. 


Dollars  in  Billions 


FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Totals 

Total  DoD 

RDT&E 

Dollars1 

$36,503 

$37,184 

$38,104 

$38,289 

$41,748 

$48,623 

$58,307 

$298,758 

Total  DoD 

RDT&E 

Dollars 

awarded 

through  the 

use  of 

Cooperative 

Agreements 

or  Other 

Transactions2 

$.353 

$.642 

$1,635 

$1,074 

$.455 

$1,025 

$.521 

$5,705 

Percentage 

.97% 

1.73% 

4.29% 

2.80% 

1.09% 

2.11% 

.89% 

1.91% 

1.  Data  Obtained  from  R-l  Reports  as  Presented  in  Table  2  (page  40) 

2.  Sum  of  RDT&E  Dollar  Totals  from  Tables  4  and  5  (pages  45  and  47) 
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•  To  what  extent  are  traditional  defense  contractors  the  recipients  of  OTs? 

Chapter  III  clearly  illustrated  that  a  large  portion  of  cooperative  agreements  and 
“other  transactions”  were  awarded  to  traditional  defense  contractors.  The  answer  to  this 
question,  for  fiscal  years  1997  through  2003,  is  presented  in  the  chart  below. 


FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Totals 

Total  DoD 
awards  of 
Cooperative 
Agreements  or 
Other 

Transactions1 

70 

107 

140 

179 

122 

91 

74 

783 

Total  awards  to 

“Non- 

Traditional” 

Prime 

Contractors' 

12 

9 

5 

10 

21 

13 

17 

87 

Awards  made  to 
Traditional 
Defense 
Contractors 

58 

98 

135 

169 

101 

78 

57 

696 

Percent  awarded 
to  Traditional 
Defense 
Contractors 

82.9% 

91.6% 

96.4% 

94.4% 

82.8% 

85.7% 

77.0% 

88.9% 

1.  Sum  of  Award  Totals  from  Tables  4  and  5  (pages  45  and  47) 

2.  Totals  from  Table  4  (page  44) 


E.  SUGGESTED  AREAS  FOR  FURTHER  RESEARCH 

The  intent  of  Congress  when  it  passed  Section  251  of  Public  Law  101-189  (10 
U.S.C.  2371)  was  to  provide  the  Department  of  Defense  with  a  new  vehicle  that  could  be 
used  to  attract  non-traditional  contractors  to  DoD  science  and  technology  projects. 
Previous  research  at  the  Naval  Postgraduate  School  concluded  that  “non-traditional” 
firms  have  participated  in  DoD  science  and  technology  projects  as  a  result  of  other 
transaction  authority.  This  thesis  confirms  and  quantifies  the  findings  of  those 
researchers. 
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Previous  researchers  have  also  concluded  that  only  a  small  portion  of  these  “other 
transactions”  were  awarded  to  “non-traditional”  contractors.  Again,  this  thesis  confirms 
and  quantifies  those  findings. 

This  thesis  served  to  answer  several  questions  about  the  impact  Other  Transaction 
Authority  had  on  the  Department  of  Defense’s  ability  to  attract  “non-traditional” 
contractors.  This  thesis  also  identified  areas  requiring  further  research. 

•  To  what  extend  did  “non-traditional”  contractors  benefit  when  the  awards 
were  made  to  traditional  defense  contractors? 

In  Table  4  there  are  several  categories  listed  where  a  traditional  defense  contractor 
received  the  prime  award,  but  the  report  to  Congress  stated  that  a  “non-traditional” 
contractor  was  a  subcontractor  or  a  team  member.  None  of  these  reports  quantified  the 
amount  of  the  award  that  flowed  to  the  “non-traditional”  contractor.  Obtaining  copies  of 
all  the  proposals  that  were  the  basis  for  these  awards,  and  quantifying  the  dollars  flowing 
to  the  “non-traditional”  contractors,  would  complete  the  analysis  started  by  this  thesis. 

•  From  fiscal  years  1998  through  2000,  a  significant  portion  of  Cooperative 
Agreements  and  Other  Transactions  was  awarded  to  “Major  Players”  with 
no  “non-traditional”  contractor  participation.  Significantly,  fewer  awards 
went  to  “Non-Traditional”  Prime  Contractors.  Starting  in  fiscal  year  2001, 
the  opposite  was  true. 

Table  6  (reproduced  below)  illustrates  this  trend. 


FY97 

FY98 

FY99 

FY00 

FY01 

FY02 

FY03 

Totals 

“Non- 

Traditional” 

Prime 

Contractor 

$10.1 

$58.5 

$10.8 

$24.1 

$120.9 

$20.1 

$152.1 

$396.6 

(Awards) 

12 

9 

5 

10 

21 

13 

17 

87 

“Major 

Player”,  No 
“Non- 
Traditional” 
Participation 

$72.9 

$251.6 

$1,156.5 

$219.7 

$49.1 

$409.0 

$19.9 

$2,178.7 

(Awards) 

10 

37 

34 

41 

14 

11 

6 

153 

The  average  number  of  awards  to  a  “Major  Player”  for  fiscal  years  1998,  1999,  and  2000 
was  37.  The  average  number  of  awards  to  a  “Major  Player”  for  the  next  three  fiscal  years 
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dropped  to  10.  The  average  number  of  awards  to  a  “Non-Traditional”  Prime  Contractor 
for  Fiscal  Years  1998,  1999,  and  2000  was  only  eight.  The  average  number  of  awards  to 
a  “Non-Traditional”  Prime  Contractor  for  the  next  three  Fiscal  Years  jumped  to  17. 

•  How  many  non-traditional  contractors  accepted  cooperative  agreements  or 
“other  transactions”  more  than  once? 

The  true  test  of  a  successful  product  or  service  is  the  number  of  customers, 
particularly  “repeat  customers”.  As  shown  in  Table  4,  there  were  eighty-seven  (87) 
prime  awards  to  “non-traditional”  contractors  in  fiscal  years  1997  through  2003.  The 
spreadsheet  at  Appendix  C  details  those  eighty-seven  (87)  prime  awards.  You  will  note 
that  of  the  eighty-seven  (87)  awards,  fifty-eighty  (58)  were  made  to  contractors  who 
never  received  another  cooperative  agreement  or  “other  transaction”  award  during  fiscal 
years  1997  through  2003.  There  may  be  three  explanations  for  this.  First,  the  research 
was  concluded  at  the  end  of  the  perfonnance  period  for  the  award.  Second,  the 
Government  chose  not  to  continue  funding  that  research  a  second  time.  Third,  the 
contractor  would  not  accept  another  Government  award. 

Another  category  of  prime  awards  to  “non-traditional”  contractors  in  fiscal  years 
1997  through  2003  is  contractors  who  received  two  awards,  yet  would  not  be  considered 
by  this  researcher  to  have  received  multiple  awards.  One  example  is  3COM  Corporation. 
3COM  Corporation  received  two  awards  in  1997;  however,  those  awards  were  made  only 
one  month  apart.  It  is  not  likely  that  this  contractor  had  time  to  evaluate  the  full  “other 
transaction”  experience  before  it  accepted  the  second  award.  The  reader  will  note  that 
3COM  Corporation  was  not  awarded  (or  did  not  accept)  another  “other  transaction” 
award. 

Another  example  is  Gulfstream  Aerospace  Corporation.  Although  this  firm 
received  awards  in  fiscal  years  2001  and  2002,  the  award  in  2002  was  merely  an 
expansion  to  the  2001  effort.  In  essence,  this  contractor  was  only  awarded  one  “other 
transaction”  during  the  time  period  1997  through  2003. 

It  is  difficult  to  draw  the  same  conclusion  with  regard  to  Frontier  Systems,  Inc 
since  both  awards  were  made  in  fiscal  year  2003  (less  than  one  month  apart),  and  this 
thesis  does  not  cover  fiscal  year  2004. 
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Additional  research  should  delve  into  two  areas.  First,  did  contractors  receiving 
their  first  awards  in  fiscal  year  2003  accept  any  awards  in  subsequent  fiscal  years? 
Second,  future  research  should  involve  surveying  or  interviewing  the  contractors  who 
were  not  offered,  or  did  not  accept,  any  other  awards  beyond  the  one  they  were  awarded 
during  fiscal  years  1997  through  2003  to  determine  why  they  did  not  participate  a  second 
time. 
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APPENDIX  A.  BUDGET  ACTIVITIES 


DoD  Financial  Management  Regulation 


Volume  2R  Chapter  5 
*June  2004 


0502  UNIFORM  BUDGET  AND  FISCAL  ACCOUNING  CLASSIFICAITON 
050201  RDT&E  Budget  Activities 

The  RDT&E  budget  activities  are  broad  categories  reflecting  different  types  of  RDT&E  efforts.  The 
definitions  are  provided  below. 

Budget  Activity  l,  Basic  Research.  Basic  research  is  systematic  study  directed  toward  greater  knowledge  or 
understanding  of  the  fundamental  aspects  of  phenomena  and  of  observable  facts  without  specific  applications 
towards  processes  or  products  in  mind.  It  includes  a  scientific  study  and  experimentation  directed  toward  increasing 
fundamental  knowledge  and  understanding  in  those  fields  of  the  physical,  engineering,  environmental,  and  life 
sciences  related  to  long-term  national  security  needs.  It  is  farsighted  high  payoff  research  that  provides  the  basis  for 
technological  progress.  Basic  research  may  lead  to :  (a)  subsequent  applied  research  and  advanced  technology 
developments  in  Defense-related  technologies,  and  (b)  new  and  improved  military  functional  capabilities  in  areas 
such  as  communications,  detection,  tracking,  surveillance,  propulsion,  mobility,  guidance  and  control,  navigation, 
energy  conversion,  materials  and  structures,  and  personnel  support.  Program  elements  in  this  category  involve  pre- 
Milestone  A  efforts. 

Budget  Activity  2,  Applied  Research.  Applied  research  is  systematic  study  to  understand  the  means  to  meet 
a  recognized  and  specific  need.  It  is  a  systematic  expansion  and  application  of  knowledge  to  develop  useful 
materials,  devices,  and  systems  or  methods.  It  maybe  oriented,  ultimately,  toward  the  design,  development,  and 
improvement  of  prototypes  and  new  processes  to  meet  general  mission  area  requirements.  Applied  research  may 
translate  promising  basic  research  into  solutions  for  broadly  defined  military  needs,  short  of  system  development. 
This  type  of  effort  may  vary  from  systematic  mission-directed  research  beyond  that  in  Budget  Activity  1  to 
sophisticated  breadboard  hardware,  study,  programming  and  planning  efforts  that  establish  the  initial  feasibility  and 
practicality  of  proposed  solutions  to  technological  challenges.  It  includes  studies,  investigations,  and  non-system 
specific  technology  efforts.  The  dominant  characteristic  is  that  applied  research  is  directed  toward  general  military 
needs  with  a  view  toward  developing  and  evaluating  the  feasibility  and  practicality  of  proposed  solutions  and 
determining  their  parameters.  Applied  Research  precedes  system  specific  technology  investigations  or  development. 
Program  control  of  the  Applied  Research  program  element  is  normally  exercised  by  general  level  of  effort.  Program 
elements  in  this  category  involve  pre-Milestone  B  efforts,  also  known  as  Concept  and  Technology  Development 
phase  tasks,  such  as  concept  exploration  efforts  and  paper  studies  of  alternative  concepts  for  meeting  a  mission  need. 

Budget.  Activity  3,  Advanced  Technology  Development  (ATP).  This  budget  activity  includes  development 
of  subsystems  and  components  and  efforts  to  integrate  subsystems  and  components  into  system  prototypes  for  field 
experiments  and/or  tests  in  a  simulated  environment.  ATD  includes  concept  and  technology  demonstration  of 
components  and  subsystems  or  system  models.  The  models  maybe  form,  fit  and  function  prototypes  or  scaled 
models  that  serve  the  same  demonstration  purpose.  The  results  of  this  type  of  effort  are  proof  of  technological 
feasibility  and  assessment  of  subsystem  and  component  operability  and  producibility  rather  than  the  development  of 
hardware  for  service  use.  Projects  in  this  category  have  a  direct  relevance  to  identified  military  needs.  Advanced 
Technology  Development  demonstrates  the  general  military  utility  or  cost  reduction  potential  of  technology  when 
applied  to  different  types  of  military  equipment  or  techniques.  Program  elements  in  this  category  involve  pre- 
Milestone  B  efforts,  such  as  system  concept  demonstration,  joint  and  Service-specific  experiments  or  Technology 
Demonstrations  and  generally  have  Technology  Readiness  Levels  of  4,  5,  or  6.  Projects  in  this  category  do  not 
necessarily  lead  to  subsequent  development  or  procurement  phases,  but  should  have  the  goal  of  moving  out  of 
Science  and  Technology  (S&T)  and  into  the  acquisition  process  within  the  future  years  defense  program  (FYDP). 
Upon  successful  completion  of  projects  that  have  military  utility,  the  technology  should  be  available  for  transition. 

Budget  Activity  4.  Advanced  Component  Development  and  Prototypes  (ACD&P).  Efforts  necessary  to 
evaluate  integrated  technologies,  representative  modes  or  prototype  systems  in  a  high  fidelity  and  realistic  operating 
environment  are  funded  in  this  budget  activity.  The  ACD&P  phase  includes  system  specific  efforts  that  help 
expedite  technology  transition  from  the  laboratory  to  operational  use.  Emphasis  is  on  proving  component  and 
subsystem  maturity  prior  to  integration  in  major  and  complex,  systems  and  may  involve  risk  reduction  initiatives. 
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Program  elements  in  this  category  involve  efforts  prior  to  Milestone  B  and  are  referred  to  as  advanced  component 
development  activities  and  include  technology  demonstration.  Completion  of  Technology  Readiness  Levels  6  and  7 
should  be  achieved  for  major  programs.  Program  control  is  exercised  at  the  program  and  project  level.  A  logical 
progression  of  program  phases  and  development,  and  /or  production  funding  must  be  evident  in  the  FYDP. 

Budget  Activity  5.  System  Development  and  Demonstration  (SDD) .  SDD  program s have  pas sed  Milestone 
B  approval  and  are  conducting  engineering  and  manufacturing  development  tasks  aimed  at  meeting  validated 
requirements  prior  to  full -rate  production.  This  budget  activity  is  characterized  by  major  line  item  projects  and 
program  control  is  exercised  by  review  of  individual  programs  and  projects.  Prototype  performance  is  near  or  at 
planned  operational  system  levels.  Characteristics  of  this  budget  activity  involve  mature  system  development, 
integration  and  demonstration  to  support  Milestone  C  decisions  and  conducting  live  fire  test  and  evaluation  (LFT&E) 
and  initial  operational  test  and  evaluation  (IOT&E)  of  production  representative  articles.  A  logical  progression  of 
program  phases  and  development  and  production  funding  must  be  evident  in  the  FYDP  consistent  with  the 
Department’s  fall  Finding  policy. 

Budget  Activity  6,  RDT&E  Management  Support.  This  budget  activity  includes  research,  development,  test 
and  evaluation  efforts  and  funds  to  sustain  and/or  modernize  the  installations  or  operations  required  for  general 
research,  development,  test  and  evaluation.  Test  ranges,  military  construction,  maintenance  support  of  laboratories, 
operation  and  maintenance  of  test  aircraft  and  ships,  and  studies  and  analyses  in  support  of  the  RDT&E  program  ar  e 
funded  in  this  budget  activity.  Costs  of  laboratory  personnel,  either  in-house  or  contractor  operated,  would  be 
assigned  to  appropriate  projects  or  as  a  line  item  in  the  Basic  Research,  Applied  Research,  or  Advanced  Technology 
Development  program  areas,  as  appropriate.  Military  construction  costs  directly  related  to  major  development 
programs  are  included. 

Budget  Activity'  7,  Operational  Systems  Development.  This  budget  activity  includes  development  efforts  to 
upgrade  systems  that  have  been  fielded  or  have  received  approval  for  full  rate  production  and  anticipate  production 
funding  in  the  current  or  subsequent  fiscal  year.  All  items  are  major  line  item  projects  that  appear  as  RDT&E  Costs 
of  Weapon  System  Elements  in  other  programs.  Program  control  is  exercised  by  review  of  individual  projects. 
Programs  in  this  category  involve  systems  that  have  received  Milestone  C  approval.  A  logical  progression  of 
program  phases  and  development  and  production  funding  must  be  evident  in  the  FYDP,  consistent  with  the 
Department’s  fall  funding  policy. 
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APPENDIX  B.  ANNUAL  REPORT  TO  CONGRESS 


Explanation  of  the  Format  for  submission  of  data 
Format  Part  I  -  Individual  Inputs  for  Report  to  Congress 

Format  Part  II  -  Summary  of  Prior  Year  Agreements  with  Funds  Recouped  During  the  Current  Fiscal  Year 
Guidelines  to  Assist  in  Answering  Part  I  Questions 

Format  Part  III  -  Use  of  Independent  Public  Accountants  pursuant  to  OT  Guide,  section  C2. 14.3.3. 


63 


EXPLANATION 


Part  I:  Title  10,  U.S.C.  2371(h)  requires  a  report  be  submitted  to  Congress  each  year  by  December  31st  for 
awards  made  in  the  preceding  fiscal  year,  pursuant  to  this  authority.  This  includes,  for  prototype  projects 
that  use  this  authority,  all  initial  awards,  new  prototype  projects  added  to  existing  agreements,  and  options 
exercised  or  new  phases  awarded.  Individual  agreement  summaries  should  not  exceed  2  pages.  Formatted 
examples  are  available  electronically  at  http://www.acq.osd.mil/dp  (under  Defense  Systems 
Procurement  Strategies)  and  have  all  the  settings  properly  implemented.  Follow  those  examples  for 
guidance  on  submission.  Format  settings  are  described  below  for  clarification.  Each  agency  should 
compile  all  Part  I  individual  reports  on  prototype  projects  into  one  word  document,  with  page  breaks 
separating  each  prototype  project. 

Page  settings: 

Use  Portrait  page  orientation.  Right,  Left,  Top  and  Bottom  margins  are  set  to  1.0  inch.  Header  and  Footer 
are  set  to  .5  inch  from  edge.  Times  New  Roman  10  pitch  for  all  text. 

Header  and  Footer:  Content  is  preset  and  may  be  modified  by  OSD  -  Do  not  change  these. 

Body  of  each  report:  Part  I  will  be  the  individual  report  submissions.  For  this  part: 

Headings  will  be  preceded  by  a  blank  line,  terminate  with  a  colon  and  be  in  bold.  Apply  Title  Case  (each 
key  word  starts  with  a  capital)  to  data  text  of  the  following  headings:  Type  of  Transaction,  Title,  Awarding 
Office,  and  Awardee.  Text  data  for  all  other  heading  will  be  in  sentence  case.  Put  two  spaces  between  the 
heading  colon  and  the  data  that  is  entered.  The  data  entry  for  each  heading  is  not  to  be  bolded  or  italicized. 
Be  sure  to  delete  the  italicized  instruction/informational  content  provided  within  the  sample. 

Data  for  the  following  headings  should  be  on  the  same  line  as  the  heading:  Agreement  Number,  Type  of 
Agreement,  Title,  Awarding  Office,  Awardee  (do  not  include  the  awardee’s  address  or  locale  unless 
needed  for  differentiation,  i.e.  University  of  California,  Irvine),  Effective  Date,  Estimated  Completion  or 
Expiration  Date,  U.S.  Government  Dollars,  Non-Government  Dollars,  Dollars  returned  to  Government 
Account.  If  additional  lines  are  needed,  indent  the  subsequent  line(s)  of  text  to  meet  the  beginning  point 
for  prior  line  of  data  entry.  Dollar  fields  should  be  in  whole  dollars  without  cents  (not  in  $K)  and  every 
heading  should  have  an  entry  -  even  if  it’s  $  0.  Put  one  space  between  the  $  and  the  first  numeral. 

Data  entry  for  the  following  fields  will  be  on  the  line  immediately  after  the  heading  and  will  not  be 
indented:  Technical  Objectives  . . .,  both  Extent  to  which  . . .  questions,  and  the  Other  Benefits  . . .  question. 

Part  II:  Any  Prototype  Other  Transactions  that  were  reported  in  previous  year  Congressional  reports  that 
recouped  funds  during  this  reporting  year  are  to  be  listed  in  a  separate  table.  Provide  the  Agreement 
Number,  Year  the  agreement  was  entered  into  and  the  amount  of  the  recoupment.  Each  agency  should 
submit  one  word  document  for  all  Part  II  prototype  reported. 
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PART  I  SAMPLE  REPORT  FORMAT  (Delete  this  title  in  your  submission,  as  well  as  all  italicized 
instructions  below.) 

Agreement  Number:  XXXXX-XX-X-XXXX  (The  ninth  position  of  all  prototype  OTs  will  be  coded 
“9”.) 

Type  of  Agreement:  Other  Transaction  for  Prototype 

Title:  Next  Generation  Electrical  Architecture  (provide  a  short  title  describing  the  research  or  prototype 
project) 

Awarding  Office:  US  Army  Tank- Automotive  and  Armaments  Command  (TACOM),  AMSTA-CM- 
CLGC  (identify  the  military’  department  or  defense  agency  and  the  buying  office) 

Awardee:  Boom  Electronics,  Inc.  (entry  is  in  Title  Case  do  not  use  address) 

Effective  Date:  29  Sep  1999  (entry  is  ##Aaa  ####) 

Estimated  Completion  or  Expiration  Date:  30  Sep  2001 

U.  S.  Government  Dollars:  $  2,285,000  (entry  is  $  ###,###  -  If  zero  use  $  0  -  identify  the  total  dollar 
value  of  expected  government  contributions  to  the  agreement) 

Non-Government  Dollars:  $  2,665,000  (identify  the  total  dollar  value  of  expected  non-government 
contributions  to  the  agreement  -  if  the  reason  authority  is  used  is  cost-sharing,  then  this  amount  must 
represent  one  third  of  the  total  dollars) 

Dollars  Returned  to  Government  Account:  $  0  (identify  the  amount  of  any  payments  made  to  the  federal 
government  in  accordance  with  10  U.S.C.  2371(d)) 

Technical  objectives  of  this  effort  including  the  technology  areas  in  which  the  project  was  conducted: 

The  technical  objectives  of  this  effort. . .  (describe  the  technical  objectives  and  the  technology  areas  being  proven  by  the  agreement). 


Extent  to  which  the  cooperative  agreement  or  other  transaction  has  contributed  to  a  broadening  of 
the  technology  and  industrial  base  available  for  meeting  Department  of  Defense  needs: 

The  use  of  an  other  transaction  agreement  has  . . .  (Discuss  how  the  use  of  an  other  transaction  agreement 
has  contributed  to  a  broadening  of  the  technology’  and  industrial  base  available  for  meeting  DoD  needs. 
The  Guidelines  in  this  Appendix  can  assist  you  in  responding  to  this  question.  If  the  reason  OTA  is  used  is 
because  non-traditional  defense  contractors  are  participating  to  a  significant  extent,  then  the  answer  to  this 
question  should  identify  who  these  non-traditional  defense  contractors  are,  what  significant  contribution 
they  are  making,  and  address  how  the  use  of  OTA  facilitated  their  participation.) 

Extent  to  which  the  cooperative  agreement  or  other  transaction  has  fostered  within  the  technology 
and  industrial  base  new  relationships  and  practices  that  support  the  national  security  of  the  USA: 

The  use  of  an  other  transaction  agreement  has  . . .  (Discuss  how  the  use  of  an  other  transaction  agreement 
has  fostered  new  business  relationships  or  practices  that  support  the  national  security >  of  the  United  States. 
Again,  the  Guidelines  in  this  Appendix  can  assist  you  in  responding  to  this  question.  If  the  reason  OTA  is 
used  is  based  on  cost-sharing  or  exceptional  circumstances  then  the  details  then  that  reason  should  be 
explicitly  stated  in  answering  this  question,  and  explained  fully  as  discussed  in  the  Guidelines  to  this 
Appendix.) 

Other  benefits  to  the  DOD  through  use  of  this  agreement: 

The  use  of  an  other  transaction  has  resulted  in  additional  benefits,  not  addressed  above...  ( This  is  an 
optional  field  that  can  be  completed  if  there  are  other  benefits  that  warrant  reporting  beyond  those 
addressed  above.  If  there  are  no  other  benefits  to  be  reported,  then  delete  this  header  in  your  report 
submission.) 
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PART  II  SAMPLE  REPORT  FORMAT  (Delete  this  title  in  your  submission,  as  well  as  all  examples 
shown  in  the  table  below.) 


Funds  recouped  during  FY  XXXX  (Fill  in  the  appropriate  fiscal  year) 

Agreement  number: _  Fiscal  Year  of  Agreement:  Dollar  amount  returned  in  FY  XXXX 


N66604 

-99-9- 

3006 

1999 

$20,000 

MDA972-95-9-005 1 

1995 

$8,675 

Total: 

$28,675 
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GUIDELINES  TO  ASSIST  IN  ANSWERING  PART  I  QUESTIONS 

Extent  the  other  transaction  has  contributed  to  a  broadening  of  the  technology  and  industrial  base 
available  for  meeting  DoD  needs:  (Focus  on  how  use  of  an  other  transaction  makes  a  difference. 
Consider:) 

•  Did  the  use  of  the  OT  result  in  nontraditional  defense  contractors  participating  to  a  significant  extent  in 
the  prototype  project  that  would  not  otherwise  have  participated  in  the  project?  If  so: 

•  Identify  the  nontraditional  defense  contractors  and  explain  why  they  would  not  typically 
participate  if  a  procurement  contract  was  used?  For  example,  are  they  business  units  that 
normally  accept  no  business  with  the  government,  that  do  business  only  through  OTs  or  contracts 
for  commercial  items,  or  that  limit  their  volume  of  Federal  contracts  to  avoid  a  threshold  at  which 
they  would  have  to  comply  with  cost  accounting  standards  or  some  other  government 
requirement? 

•  Were  there  provisions  of  the  OT  or  features  of  the  award  process  that  enabled  their  participation? 
If  so,  explain  specifically  what  they  were. 

•  What  are  the  significant  contributions  expected  as  a  result  of  the  nontraditional  defense  contractor’s 
participation  (e.g.,  supplying  new  key  technology  or  products,  accomplishing  a  significant  amount  of 
the  effort,  or  in  some  other  way  causing  a  material  reduction  in  the  cost  or  schedule  or  increase  in 
performance.  Please  be  specific  and  explain  how  this  contributes  to  a  broadening  of  the  technology 
and  industrial  base  available  to  DoD? 

•  Did  the  Department  gain  access  to  technology  areas  or  commercial  products  that  would  not  be  possible 
under  a  procurement  contract?  If  so,  identify  these  areas  and  explain  how  the  use  of  the  OT  facilitated 
the  access. 

•  Are  there  any  other  benefits  of  the  use  of  the  OT  that  you  perceive  helped  the  Department  broaden  the 
technology  or  industrial  base  available  to  DoD?  If  so,  wha  t  were  they,  how  do  they  help  meet  defense 
objectives,  what  features  of  the  OT  or  award  process  enable  us  to  realize  them  and  why  could  they  not 
have  been  realized  using  a  procurement  contract?  Please  be  specific. 

Extent  the  other  transaction  has  fostered  within  the  technology  and  industrial  base  new  relationships 
and  practices  that  support  the  national  security  of  the  United  States:  (Focus  on  what  is  different 
because  we  are  able  to  use  an  other  transaction.  Consider:) 

•  Was  OTA  used  in  a  circumstance  where  at  least  one  third  of  the  total  funds  of  the  prototype  project  are 
provided  by  the  non-federal  parties  to  the  agreement?  If  so,  state  that  this  was  the  reason  the  authority 
was  used  and  identify  the  percentage  of  funds  being  provided  by  non-federal  parties  to  the  agreement. 

•  Was  use  of  OTA  based  on  an  SPE  determination  that  exceptional  circumstances  justify  the  use  of  an 
OT  that  provides  for  innovative  business  arrangements  or  structures  that  would  not  be  feasible  or 
appropriate  under  a  procurement  contract?  If  so,  state  this  is  the  reason  the  authority  was  used  and 
fully  describe  the  innovative  business  arrangements  or  structures,  the  associated  benefits,  and  explain 
why  they  would  not  be  feasible  or  appropriate  under  a  procurement  contract. 

•  Did  the  use  of  the  OT  result  in  the  establishment  of  new  relationships  between  the  government  and 
industry  or  among  for-profit  business  units,  among  business  units  of  the  same  firm,  or  between 
business  units  and  nonprofit  performers  that  will  help  us  get  better  technology  in  the  future?  If  so: 

•  Explain  the  nature  of  the  new  relationships. 

•  Explain  why  it  is  believed  that  these  new  relationships  will  help  us  get  better  technology  in  the 
future. 

•  Were  there  provisions  of  the  OT  or  features  of  the  award  process  that  enabled  the  creation  of  the 
new  relationships?  If  so,  explain  specifically  what  they  were  and  why  these  relationships  could 
not  have  been  created  using  a  procurement  contract. 

•  Did  the  use  of  the  OT  permit  traditional  government  contractors  to  use  new  business  practices  in  the 
execution  of  the  prototype  project  that  will  help  DoD  get  better  technology,  get  new  technology  more 
quickly,  or  get  it  less  expensively?  If  so: 
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•  Who  are  those  contractors  and  what  are  the  new  business  practices? 

•  What  are  the  specific  benefits  expected  from  the  use  of  these  new  practices? 

•  Were  there  provisions  of  the  OT  or  features  of  the  award  process  that  enabled  the  use  of  these  new 
practices?  If  so,  specifically  what  are  they  and  why  these  practices  could  not  have  been  used  if 
the  award  had  been  made  using  a  procurement  contract? 

Other  benefits  to  the  DoD  of  the  use  of  this  agreement:  (Are  there  any  other  benefits  associated  with  the 
use  of  an  OT  beyond  those  addressed  in  the  previous  questions?  If  so:) 

•  What  are  those  benefits?  How  will  they  help  meet  defense  objectives? 

•  Where  there  provisions  of  the  OT  or  features  of  the  award  process  that  attributed  to  these  benefits?  If 
so,  specifically  what  are  they  and  why  these  benefits  could  not  be  achieved  with  a  procurement 
contract? 

•  Can  the  benefits  directly  attributed  to  the  use  of  the  OTA  be  quantified? 
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PART  III  SAMPLE  FORMAT 


Agreement  Number:  XXXXX-XX-X-XXXX  (The  ninth  position  of  all  prototype  OTs  will  be  coded 
“9”.) 


Title:  Next  Generation  Electrical  Architecture  (provide  a  short  title  describing  the  research  or  prototype 
project) 

Awarding  Office:  US  Army  Tank- Automotive  and  Armaments  Command  (TACOM),  AMSTA-CM- 
CLGC  (identify  the  military  department  or  defense  agency’  and  the  buying  office) 

Agreements  Officer:  John  Doe  (provide  the  name  of  the  Agreements  Officer) 

Phone  Number:  xxx-xxx-xxxx  (provide  the  commercial  phone  number  for  the  Agreements  Officer ) 

Business  units  that  are  not  currently  performing  on  procurement  contracts  subject  to  the  Cost 
Principles  (48  CFR  Part  31)  or  Cost  Accounting  Standards  (48  CFR  Part  99)  and  will  not  accept  an 
agreement  that  provides  for  government  access  to  its  records.  (See  OT  Guide,  section  C2.14.3.3. 
Include  the  following  information  on  each  business  unit  that  has  been  permitted  to  use  an  Independent 
Public  Accountant  for  any  needed  audits.) 

Business  Unit  Name:  ABC  Company 

Business  Unit  Address:  2000  Commercial  Plaza 
Houston,  TX  XXXXX 

Estimated  Amount  of  this  business  units  efforts:  $ 
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APPENDIX  C.  COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS  AND  OTHER 

TRANSACTIONS 


A.  FY97 


[DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS  AND  OTHER  TRANSACTIONS  ENTERED  INTO  DURING  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 


RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER  TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOPI  00- 

RANK 

WTOT9RTTPE  ..NON. 

TRADITIONAL"  TRADITIONAL- 
PRIME  SUB(S) 

"NON-TRADITIONAL"  PRIME  CONTRACTOR 

3COM  Corporation 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-001 2 

OT(R) 

SO 

SO 

X 

3COM  Corporation 

DARPA 

MD  A972-97-3-001 3 

OT(R) 

so 

SO 

X 

Beam  Technologies.  Irvc 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-0014 

OT(R) 

so 

SO 

X 

CFO  Research  Corporation 

DARPA 

MD  A972-97-3-001 5 

OT(R) 

so 

SO 

X 

Cisco  Systems 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-0002 

OT(R) 

so 

SO 

X 

Corporation  for  National  Research 
Initiatives 

DARPA 

MD  A972-97-3-001 9 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

X 

DWA  Aluminum  Composites 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Ogden  Air 
Logistics  Center 

F42620-97-4-0001 

OT  (845) 

$2,169,000 

$171,000 

X 

Hewlett  Packard  Iconsortiuml 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-0008 

OT(R) 

$1,200,000 

$11,576,000 

Minnesota  Mining  and 

Manufacturing  (3M) 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center  Weapons 
Division 

N 68936-9 7-3-0005 

OT(845] 

$118,000 

$51 ,000 

X 

Motorola's  Applied  Simulation  and 
Modeling  Research  Laboratory 
[consortium] 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-0009 

OT(R) 

$3,475,000 

$3,697,000 

X 

Superconducting  Core 

Technologies  Inc. 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Aeronautical 

Systems  Center 

F33657-97-4-4513 

OT(845) 

$3,125,000 

SO 

X 

Texas  Instruments  Inc 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-0005 

OT(R) 

SO 

so 

X 

S10.087.000  S15.495.000 

i 

"MAJOR  PLAYER".  NO  "NON-TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATE! 

Lockheed  Martin  Federal  Systems 

U.S.  Navy  •  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-97-C-8004 

OT  (845) 

S7, 500, 000 

so 

1 

Boeng  Defense  and  Space  Group, 
ITN.  Metaltex.  MIT,  University  of 
Maryland,  and  University  of 
Minnesota  [consortium] 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-001 7 

OT(R) 

S2, 400, 000 

SI  ,475,000 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corp.,  a  Wholly 
Owned  Subsidiary  of  the  Boeing 
Company 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Aeronautical 
Systems  Center 

F33657-97- 4-2058 

OT  (845) 

$10,361,000 

$21,900,000 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corp.,  a  Wholly 
Owned  Subsidiary  of  the  Boeing 
Company 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N0001 9-97-C-H-01 73 

OT  (845) 

$13,957,000 

$22,146,000 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corp.,  a  Wholly 
Owned  Subsidiary  of  the  Boeing 
Company,  Electric  Boat,  and  Penn 
State  University  [consortium] 

DARPA 

MD  A972-97-3-001 6 

OT(R] 

$8,100,000 

$959,000 

■ 
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RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOPI  00- 

RANK 

wlTOFqft1 

TRADITIONAL- 

PRIME 

YP£ 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

McDonnell  Douglas  Helicopter 
Company,  DBA  McDonnell 
Helicopter  Systems 

US  Army  •  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-97-9-J046 

OT{845) 

S1 1,205, 000 

S1 1,205.000 

2 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation 
Electronic  Systems  and  Integration 
Division  Team  including  National 
Steel  and  Shipbuilding  Company, 
Vitro  Corp  ,  Solipsys,  and  Band 

Lav  is  &  Associates.  Inc 

DARPA 

MDA972-96-C-0806 

OT(845) 

S15.000.000 

SO 

3 

Raytheon  Company 

U  S  Air  Force  -  Electronic 
Systems  Center 

FI  9628 -97- 4-0001 

OT  (845) 

SI  58.000 

S164.000 

4 

Raytheon  Texas  Instruments 
Systems,  Inc 

U  S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-97-C-8002 

OT(845) 

SI  79.000 

S60.000 

4 

TRW.  Inc 

U  S  Army  -  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-97-9-E314 

OT(845) 

S4.026.000 

S41 1.000 

7 

S72.886.000 

S58.320.000 

i 

"TOP  100  CONTRACTOR,  NOT  "MAJOR  PLAYER",  NO  "NON -TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

General  Electric,  General  Electric 
Aircraft  Engines 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Aeronautical 
Systems  Center 

F33657-97- 4-2059 

OT(845) 

$6,640,000 

$908,000 

11 

Science  Applications  International 
Corporation  (SAIC) 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-0003 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

12 

Science  Applications  International 
Corporation  (SAIC) 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-97-C-8003 

OT(845) 

$7,500,000 

$0 

12 

Texas  Instruments  and  BBN 
[consortium] 

DARPA 

M  D  A97 2-97-C-0800 

OT  (845) 

$59,600,000 

$0 

15 

Tracor  Aerospace,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

D  AAB07-97-9-E31 3 

OT(845) 

$764,000 

$53,000 

25 

L-3  Communications  and  Rockwell 
Collins 

DARPA 

M  D  A97 2-97-C-0804 

OT  (845) 

$1,000,000 

$1,616,000 

27 

Alliant/Valence  LLC 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-97-H-6398 

OT  (845) 

$3,449,000 

$2,447,000 

30 

Allied  Signal,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-97-C-8005 

OT(845) 

$4,535,000 

$4,679,000 

52 

Harris  Corporation 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Sacramento 
Air  Logistics  Command 

F04606-97-4-0001 

OT(845) 

$1,485,000 

$603,000 
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RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOPI  00- 

RANK 

YP£ 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

Harris  Corporation  and  GEC- 
Marcom  Hazeltine  Corporation 
[consortium] 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-C-0803 

OT(845) 

SI  ,000,000 

$1,490,000 

68 

VIASAT,  Inc. 

U  S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-97-C-8006 

OT{845) 

$5,000,000 

$3,749,000 

79 

S90, 973.000  SI  5.545,000 

TEAMING  ARRANGEMENT  WITH 

MAJOR  PLAYER"  PARTICIPATION.  NO  "NON-TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

Lockheed  Martin,  Government 
Electronic  Systems  Team  including 
Litton  Industries,  Ingalls 

Shipbuilding  and  Newport  News 

DARPA 

MDA972-96-C-0802 

s 

£ 

O 

S15.000.000 

$0 

"1  -  32" 

Bath  Iron  Vtorks  Corporation  Team 
including  General  Dynamics 
(Marine  Dw).  Electric  BoatCorp. 
Raytheon  Company,  and  Science 
Apphcations  International 
Corporation 

DARPA 

MDA972-96-C-0803 

OT  (845) 

$15,000,000 

SO 

“5- 4-  12" 

Motorola,  Inc  with  Raytheon  E- 
Systems  and  Cubic  Defense 
Systems 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-C-0805 

OT  (845) 

$1 ,000,000 

S547.000 

"62  -  4" 

S31  000.000  S 54 7  000 

TRADITIONAL  DEFENSE  CONTRACTOR  (NOT  IN  "TOP  100”). 

^0  "NON-TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

Altamont  Technologies.  Inc. 

U  S  Army  -  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-97-3-J047 

OT  (845) 

$900,000 

$700,000 

AM~  Consortium 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-0018 

OT(R) 

$39,988,000 

$60  065  000 

Apphcations  Technology.  Inc 

U  S.  Army  -  Army  Research 
Laboratory 

D  A  AL01  -97-  3-01 64 

OT(R) 

S597.000 

S597  000 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 032/0002 

in 

CO 

O 

$120,000 

$0 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA201 -97-C-1 030 

OT  (845) 

$1,416,000 

$0 

Autometric,  Inc.  [see  below] 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 032/0001 

OT  (845) 

$2,196,000 

$0 

BF  Goodrich 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N0001 9-97- H -01 52 

OT  (845) 

$9,020,000 

$9,020,000 

California  Microwave  Government 
Electronics 

U.S.  Navy  -  Marine  Corps 
Systems  Command 

M67854-97-C-21 1 5 

OT  (845) 

$1,904,000 

$1,939,000 

Caterpillar,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  Marine  Corps 
Systems  Command 

M67854-97-C-21 1 6 

OT(845) 

$322,000 

$235,000 
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[DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS  AND  OTHER  TRANSACTIONS  ENTERED  INTO  DURING  FISCAL  YEAR  1997 


RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOPI  00- 

RANK 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

Cryptek  Secure  Communications 

U  S  Army  •  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-97-9-E312 

OT(845) 

$41 3, (XX) 

$468,000 

Electric  Power  Research  Institute 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-0006 

OT(R) 

$0 

SO 

Electrosource,  Inc. 

U  S  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N0001 9-97 -C-H-01 72 

OT  (845) 

$261,000 

$112,000 

Howell  Instruments,  Inc. 

U  S.  Navy  -  Marine  Corps 
Systems  Command 

M67854-97-C-21 1 7 

OT  (845) 

$359,000 

$44,000 

Hughes  Aircraft  Company  Defense 
Systems,  University  of  North 
Carolina,  and  the  University  of 
Southern  California 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N0001 9-97-C-201 3 

OT(845) 

$4,700,000 

$5,700,000 

Ipsilon  Networks 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-0002 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

JAYCOR 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Sacramento 
Air  Logistics  Command 

F04606-97-4-0002 

OT  (845) 

$4,011,000 

$2,247,000 

Kollsman,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-97-3-D61 5 

OT  (845) 

$2,946,000 

$2,946,000 

Mayflower  Communications 
Company,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center  -  China  Lake 

N68936-97-3-0001 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

Mobil  Datacom  Corporation 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-97-3-J048 

OT(845) 

$1,635,000 

$1,635,000 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 050/0002 

io 

CO 

O 

$250,000 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance  [see  below] 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 050/0001 

OT  (845) 

$44,945,000 

$0 

Newco,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N0001 9-97-C-H-01 64 

OT  (845) 

$199,000 

$66,000 

Physical  Acoustics  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-97-H-41 94 

OT(845) 

$294,000 

$294,000 

QuesTech  Packaging,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-97-3-D322 

OT  (845) 

$515,000 

$57,000 

Scaled  Composites,  Inc. 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Wright 
Laboratories 

F3361 5-97-4-51 30 

OT  (845) 

$12,003,000 

$0 

Semiconductor  Research  Corp.  & 
University  of  California  at  Berkeley 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-0007 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

Signal  Processing  Systems 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-97-H-6244 

OT  (845) 

$3,104,000 

$1,000,000 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS  AND  OTHER  TRANSACTIONS  ENTERED  INTO  DURING  FISCA 

L  YEAR  1997 

RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER  TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOPI  00" 

RANK 

wlTOTqft1 

TRADITIONAL- 

PRIME 

YP£ 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

Sikorsky  Aircraft  Corp 

U.S  Army  •  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAABQ7-97-9-E315 

OT  (845) 

$3,122,000 

$695000 

Sikorsky  Aircraft  Corp 

U  S  Army  •  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07 -97-3-D020 

OT{845) 

$4,486,000 

S4  486,000 

Silicon  Mountain  Design,  Inc. 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  ASC/MNK 

F08630-97-3-0001 

OT(R) 

$227,000 

$228,000 

Spatial  Integration  Systems 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-97-H-4204 

OT  (845) 

$5,128,000 

$1,960,000 

Tivoli  Systems,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-97-C-8001 

OT  (845) 

$2,057,000 

$877,000 

University  of  Delaware 

DARPA 

MDA972-97-3-0004 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

VISICOM  Laboratories,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-97-H-5247 

OT  (845) 

$1,127,000 

$1,149,000 

$148,245,000 

$96,520,000 

'The  National  Media  Laboratory 
Strategic  Alliance"  is  3M,  Motorola, 
Inc.,  Lucent  Technologies,  Ampex 
Data  Systems  Corporation,  General 
Dynamics  Electronic  Systems,  Inc., 
and  Honeywell  International,  Inc. 

Autometric,  Inc.  is  the  lead 
contractors.  Other  partners  are 
Rochester  Institute  of  Technology, 
Oracle,  Kodak,  Ampex,  U.S.  Sprint, 
Silicon  Graphics,  and  others. 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS  AND  OTHER  TRANSACTIONS  ENTERED  INTO  DURING  FISCAL  YEAR  1998  | 

CONTRACTOR  TYPE 

AWARDING 

RECIPIENT  ORGANIZATION  AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

TOP  100" 

RANK 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

"NON -TRADITIONAL"  PRIME  CONTRACTOR 

Continental  Teves  {formally  ITT 
Automotive^ 

U  S  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotrve  end  Armaments 
Command 

DAA£  07-96-3-001 5 

OTIR) 

$950,000 

$2,000,000 

X 

Aunc  Corporation 

DARPA 

MOA97  2-98-3-0003 

OT[R) 

$0 

$0 

X 

Oow-UT 

Warfare  Center  Aircraft 
Division 

N0W21-98-C-1342 

OT(R) 

$197,000 

$296,000 

X 

DnverTech.  Inc 

U  S.  Army-  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE  07-98-3-0006 

OT|R| 

$354,000 

$157,000 

X 

1  ruu-ihol'.i-  Cortcr  lor  K n 
Computer  Graphics 

U  S  Army  Army  Research 
Laboratory 

DAAL01 -98-3-0035 

OT[R) 

$241,000 

$279,000 

X 

Minnesota  Mining  and 

Manufacturing  (3M).  Calitormia 
institute  of  T  echnology.  New  York 
Universty,  University  of  Michigan. 
Stanford  Universty,  Cornell 
Universty.  and  SC  Solutions 

U  S  Navy  -  Oflceof  Naval 
Research 

N00014  98  3  0015 

OT[R) 

$1,781,000 

SI. 320.000 

X 

R ocky  fi - arch  Bergslrc in.  Inc  . 
and  United  Defense 

U  S  Army  ■  Tar*- 
Automotrve  and  Armaments 
Command 

OAA£ 07-98-3-001 3 

OT(R) 

$731,000 

$765,000 

X 

X 

Silicon  Graphics.  Inc 

National  Security  Agency 

MDA904-98-3-0001 

OT(R) 

$53,000,000 

$53,000,000 

X 

Silicon  Power  Corporation 

u  s  Navy  ortoe  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-98-3-0008 

OT(R) 

$1,214,000 

$1,214,000 

X 

$58,468,000 

$59,031,000 

"MAJOR  PLAYER",  "NON-TRADIT 

IONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

Lockheod  Martin  Advanced 
Technology  Laboratories 

Naval  wartare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-98-9-0032 

OT<845] 

$1,361,000 

$1,976,000 

1 

X 

Lockheod  Martin  corporation 

U  S  Navy  -  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-98-9-2304 

OT<845] 

$1,000,000 

$0 

1 

X 

ThermoTrex  Corporation  and 

Booing  Company 

u  S  Air  Force  •  AjrForco 
Research  Laboratory 

F29601-97 -9-0152 

OT<845] 

$27,788,000 

$0 

2 

X 

$30,149,000 

il.976.006 

"MAJOR  PLAYER",  NO  "NON -TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

Lockheed  Martin  Astronautics 

US  Ar  Force  •  Air  Force. 
Space  and  Missile  Systems 
Center 

F  04  70 1-98-9-0003 

OT(845) 

$10,000,000 

$0 

1 

Lockheed  Martin  Corporation 

U  S  Air  Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

F  336 15-98-3-5 105 

OT(R) 

$6,760,000 

$5,684,000 

, 

Lu'.kl  M d'tn  I  or  per  at  uri  * 

Imaging  Systems 

U  S  Army  - 

Cornmunications-Eledronics 

Command 

DAAB07-38-3-D262 

OT(R) 

$992,000 

SI. 043,000 

1 

l  ockheed  Martin  Corporation  IR 
Imaging  Systems 

automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE07-98-C-0009 

$1,400,000 

$1,400,000 

1 
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CONTRACTOR  TYPE 

RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

TOP  100- 

RANK 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

Lockheod  Martin  1  eider  el  Systems 

U  S  Navy  -  Naval  Ar 
Systems  Command 

N0001 9-98-9-0 132 

OT(845] 

$61,839,000 

$0 

1 

PPRPRPPPPHI 

U  S  Air  Force  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

F  08630-98-3-0001 

OT(R> 

$201,000 

$424,000 

1 

Lockheed  Martin  V  ought  Systems 

DARPA 

MDA972-98-9-0O01 

OT(845| 

$2,993,000 

$0 

Luckt-eed  Martin  VV.jght  S yste'rib  / 
AM*  Consortium 

DARPA 

MDA97  2-98-3-0004 

OT(R) 

$23,000,000 

523.000.000 

H 

L  ockheed  Martin.  T  actical  Aircraft 
Systems 

DARPA 

MDA97  2-98-9-0005 

OT<845) 

$4,000,000 

$0 

i 

DARPA 

MDA972-98-9-0O11 

OT(845| 

$7,600,000 

$0 

i 

Boeing  Company 

— 

■■ 

Boeing  Company,  Information, 

Space  and  Defense  Systems 

DARPA 

MDA97  2-98-9-0003 

QT<8*S1 

$1,000,000 

$400,000 

2 

Booing  Company,  information, 

Space  and  Defense  Systems 

DARPA 

MDA9/ 2-98-9-0008 

OT(845| 

$4,000,000 

$0 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corp  .  a  Wholly 

Owned  Subsidiary  of  the  Boeing 

Company,  Boeing  Company, 
Aerojet,  and  Pratt  &  Whitney 

U.S.  All  Force  -  All  Foice 
Research  Laboratory 

F3361 5-98-9-2880 

OT(845) 

$9,999,000 

$4,477,000 

2 

■ 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

Raytheon  Company,  Raytheon 
Electronics  Systems  Laboratories 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N  0003  9-98-9-0044 

OT(845) 

$2,207,000 

$0 

3 

Raytheon  E-Systems,  Inc. 

M  DAS 72-98-9-0007 

O  T(  84 5 ) 

$4,000,000 

Raytheon  Missile  Systems 

Company 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

11 i 

Raytheon  Missile  Systems 

Company 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center -China  Lake 

N  6893  6-98-9-0001 

OT(845) 

$424,000 

$0 

3 

Raytheon  Systems  Company 

Communications-Electronics 

Command 

DAAB07-98-3-J013 

OT(R) 

$475,000 

$491,000 

3 

Raytheon  Systems  Company 

DARPA 

M  DAS 72-98-3-0007 

OT(R) 

$2,500,000 

$1,570,000 

Raytheon  Systems  Company 

DARPA 

MDA972-98-9-0010 

O  T(  84 5 ) 

$7,600,000 

miffs' 

s— i  i 

Raytheon  Systems  Company, 
Training  and  Services 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Surface 
Warfare  Center,  Carderock 
Division 

N  00 16  7-98-3-0070 

OTfRl 

$866,000 

$866,000 

3 

Raytheon  Tl  Systems 

U.S.  Army- 

Corn  m  unication  s-Electronics 
Command 

DA  AB 07-98-9-J603 

OTI845) 

$1,436,000 

$1,409,000 

3 
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CONTRACTOR  TYPE 

RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION  AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

GOVT 

TYRE  DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

TOP  100- 

RANK 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

Raylhocn  Tl  Systems  Inc 

KUiipwiiSI 

■RIRiiil 

nun 

VffH 

M 

Raylhocn  Tl  Systems,  Inc  ,  Surface 
Systems  &  Sensors.  Electronic 
Systems  Division 

U  .S .  Army  • 

Commumcations-Electronics 

Command 

DAABO  7-98-3- J0O2 

OTIRI 

$12,000,000 

$12,000,000 

3 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation 

U  S  Air  Force  -  ArForce 
Rosoarch  Latx>ratory 

— 

mm 

$6,229,000 

4 

Northrop  Grumman  <_ orporat on 

DARPA 

MDA972-98-9-0006 

OT(845] 

$4,000,000 

$0 

4 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation, 
Electronic  Sensors  and  Systems 
Ovision 

DARPA 

MDA97  2-98-3-0009 

$2,000,000 

$2,000,000 

4 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation. 
Military  Aircraft  Systems  Division 

N00014-98-3-0014 

$4  73,000 

$4  73,000 

4 

U  S  Navy -Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-98-2-5222 

$3,800,000 

$2,200,000 

4 

General  Dynamics  Advanced 
Technology  Systems 

DARPA 

MDA972-98  90015 

$818,000 

$240,000 

5 

DARPA 

MDA97  2-98-9-0002 

$2,997,000 

$0 

5 

HTTiTTTM.- 1 :  R-  V 1 1  PH 

HUGH1 

li/GjIUGl 

$0 

6 

US  Ar  Force  •  Air  Force, 
Space  and  Missile  Systems 
Center 

F04  701-98-9-0002 

OT<845] 

$10,000,000 

w 

6 

ESSEaSS 

■■■■! 

1— 

US  Air  Force-  ArForce 
Research  Laboratory 

F30602-98-3-0226 

OTTR) 

$5,635,000 

$1,359,000 

81 

■■■ 

■■■■■ 

yfrr3iH'M  1  T'7' LiilaillSggfel 

DARPA 

MDA972-98-9-0O13 

$10  000.000 

« 

23 

Rockwell  htemabonal  Corporation 

N00014-98-3-001 2 

$1,577,000 

$1,577,000 

33 

General  Motors  Corporabon. 
General  Motors  R4D  Center 

HK  ■t’mB-': 

N00014-98-3-001 1 

$1,471,000 

$1,471,000 

44 

General  Motors  Corporabon,  GM 

Advanced  T  echndogy  Vehicles 

U  S  Navy  •  Ortce  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-98-3-0009 

$294,000 

$294,000 

44 

IMIlg 

U  S  Anmy-Tark- 
Automotrve  and  Armaments 
Command 

OAA6  07 -98-3-0002 

■ 

■ 

44 
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CONTRACTOR  TYPE 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

TOP  100- 

RANK 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

iSiSHiSH 

N00014-98-3-0016 

OT(R) 

warn 

mi 

Utah  State  University,  College  of 
Engineering 

U  S  Army  •  Tar*- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE  07-98-3-0023 

ill 

82 

uaiia 

KJEMvI'l 

i 

_ 

_ 

_ 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corp  a  Vvtiolly 

Owned  Subsidiary  of  the  Boeing 

Company,  General  Dynamics 

information  Systems.  Honeywel 

Incorporated,  DY-4.  Wnd  River, 
and  Green  Hill 

US  Navy- Naval Ar 
Systems  Command 

N00019-98-H-Q118 

OT(845l 

$22,045,000 

$0 

■2-5-55" 

X 

hhhhhhi 

GE  Aircraft  Engines,  GE  Corporate 
Research  &  Development 

Lockheed  Martin  Control  Systems, 

Ocean  Sensor  Technologes.  Inc  . 

Penn  State  Unversity's  Applied 

Research  Laboratory  ■  (IMATE 

Consortium! 

DARPA 

MDA972-98-3-0002 

OT[R) 

■ 

Boeing  Information  space  and 

Defense  Systems.  MIT.  and  Penn 

State  University 

DARPA 

MDA97 2-98-3-0001 

OT(R) 

$8,023,000 

SI. 372.000 

”2-10-36" 

Raytheon  T raining.  Inc .  General 

Motors  Service  T  echnology  Group. 

Interactive  Solutions,  Army  National 

Guard,  and  New  Jersey  institute  of 

Technology 

U  S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE 07-98-3-0003 

■ 

■ 

gmm 

U  S  Navy  •  Qtfce  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-98-3-0018 

OT[R) 

$2,071,000 

$2,717,000 

-4-  10* 

msm 

U  S  Navy  -  Off  ce  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-98-3-0019 

OT(R) 

$432,000 

$432,000 

18-78* 

HI 

... 

■■■ 

■■■■■ 

■■■■■ 
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CONTRACTOR  TYPE 

RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

TOP  100- 

RANK 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

iPH 

U  S  Navy  -  Oflce  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-98-3-Q001 

OTfR) 

$55,413,000 

$73,487,000 

_ _ 

TRADITIONAL  DEFENSE  CONTRACTOR  (NOT  IN  "TOP  100") 

"NON -TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

U  S  Army- Army  Research 
Laboratory 

DAAL01 -97-3-0164 

OT(R) 

$104,000 

$104,000 

X 

U  S  Navy  -  Naval  A r 
Systems  Command 

N0001 9-98-9-0 194 

OT(845) 

$279,001 

$0 

$383. C 

$104,000 

TRADITIONAL  DEFENSE  CONTRACTOR  (NOT  IN  "TOP  100"). 

NO  "NON-TRADITIONAL 

PARTICIPATION 

Advanced  Refractory  Technologies. 

Inc. 

U.S.  Atmy- 
.  •’  :•  ■ 

Command 

DAAB07-98-3-D006 

OT(845) 

$12,746,000 

$2,989,000 

Asymetrix  Learning  Systems,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center,  Training 
Systems  Division 

N61 339-98-3-0001 

OT(R) 

$500,000 

$504,000 

Auto  metric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 032/0003 

OT(845) 

$2,720,000 

$0 

Auto  metric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9- 1032/0  004 

OT(845) 

$632,000 

$0 

Auto  metric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 032/0005 

OT(845) 

$23,016,000 

$0 

Auto  metric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 032/0006 

OT(845) 

$1,536,000 

$0 

Auto  metric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 032/0007 

OT(845) 

$90,000 

$0 

Auto  metric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 032/0008 

OT(845) 

$1,409,000 

$0 

Avondale  Industries,  Inc.,  Bath  Iron 
Works,  Electric  Boat  Corporation, 
Ingalls  Shipbuilding,  Inc.,  National 
Steel  &  Shipbuilding  Corporation, 
Newport  News  Shipbuilding, 

Atlantic  Marine  Holding  Company, 
Halter  marine,  Inc.,  Todd  Pacific 
Shipyard  Corporation  [Consortium] 

DARPA 

M  DA9 72-98-3-0008 

OTEJ. 

$1,399,000 

$1,427,000 
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CONTRACTOR  TYPE 

RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

GOVT  NON-GOVT 

TYRE  DOLLARS  DOLLARS 

TOP  100- 

RANK 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

U  S  Navy-Nawfll  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-98-9-2300 

OT(845)  $70,000,000 

$0 

California  Microwave.  Inc . 
Information  Systems  Division 

U  S  Army  • 

Communication  s-Electronics 
Command 

DAABO  7-98-9- J031 

OT(845||  $9,159,000 

$0 

Cummins  Login#  Company,  nc 

U  S  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotrv#  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAA£Q7  98  3  -QCQ8 

OTtR) 

$4  78,000 

$4/8,000 

ERIM  International,  me .  Ford. 
Chrysler,  and  AM  General 

U  S  Army  •  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE 07-98-3-001 6 

OT(R) 

$7,344,000 

$7,344,000 

Frontier  Systems  Inc 

OAftPA 

MDA972  98  9  0004 

OT(845l 

$16,700,000 

$0 

GEC-Marconi  /  Rockwell  Collins 
Data  Link  Solutions,  LLC 

U  S  Navy  •  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-97-C-8007 

OT(845) 

$999,000 

$3,479,000 

Hewlett  Packard  Company,  Howlott 
Packard  Laboratories 

U  S  Air  Force  •  Air  F  orce 
Research  Laboratory 

F  30602-98-3-0232 

OT(R) 

$2,122,000 

$2,228,000 

HRL  Laboratones.  LLC.  University 
of  Michigan,  and  Urwersity  of  Notre 
Dame  [consortum] 

U  S  Navy  -  Ofice  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-98-3-0010 

OT[R) 

$1,687,000 

SI. 687.000 

Indigo  Systems  Corporation 

U  S  Amny 

Commumcations-tlectronics 

Command 

DA  AB 07-98-3-J006 

OT£R) 

$892,000 

$893,000 

Kopin  Corporation 

U.S.  Army- 

Corn  m  unication  s-Electronics 
Command 

DA  AB 07-98-3-J032 

OTfR) 

$3,648,000 

$1,089,000 

Lanxide  Electronics  Components, 
Inc. 

U.S.  Navy-  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N  0001 4-98-3-0007 

OT(R) 

$424,000 

$443,000 

Laser-Scan  Technologies,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA20 1-98-9-0022 

OT(845) 

$818,000 

$0 

Microelectronics  Advanced 
Research  Corporation 

DARPA 

M  DA9 72-98-3-0005 

OTfR) 

$0 

$0 

Mobile  Medical  International 
Corporation  and  Daimler- 
Benz/Dornier 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 

Command 

DAAE  07-98-3-0  024 

OTfR) 

$500,000 

$230,000 

National  Media  Laboratory 

Strategic  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 050/0003 

OT(845) 

$1,495,000 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory 

Strategic  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 050/0005 

OT(845) 

$308,000 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory 

Strategic  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 050/0006 

OT(845) 

$125,000 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory 

Strategic  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 050/0007 

OT(845) 

$620,000 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory 

Strategic  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 050/0008 

OT(845) 

$400,000 

$0 

Oshkosh  Truck  Corporation 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE  07-98-3-0  01 7 

OTfR) 

$447,000 

$447,000 
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CONTRACTOR  TYPE 

RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION  AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

GOVT 

TYRE  DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

TOP  100- 

RANK 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

U  S  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-98-3-001 7 

OT[R) 

$1,998,000 

$2,005,000 

mmmmm  > 

U  S  Navy  •  Olfice  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-98-3-000? 

OTfR) 

$247,000 

$247,000 

PRC,  Inc 

U  S  Amny  - 

Communicaticris-Eiecfromcs 

Command 

DAABQ  7-98-3-D0Q8 

OT(R) 

$685,000 

$993,000 

MM 

u  S  Navy  ■  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-98-3-0005 

OT(R) 

$1,794,000 

$1,794,000 

U  S  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-98-3-0021 

OT[R) 

$450,000 

$450,000 

Simula  Technologies .  Inc 

U  $  Army  •  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE 07-98-3-0007 

OTfR) 

$216,000 

$216,000 

SunLine  Service  Sroup 

U  S  Army  -  Tahk- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 

Command 

DAAE  07-98-3-0  025 

OTfR) 

$1 ,8/1 ,000 

$339,000 

TASC.  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE  07-98-3-0  01 4 

OT(R) 

$2,425,000 

$2,425,000 

The  ISE  Research  Corporation 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE  07-98-3-0004 

OT(R) 

$240,000 

$266,000 

The  Regents  ofthe  University  of 
Michigan,  Michigan  Automotive 
Research  Center 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE  07-98-3-0022 

OTfR! 

$12,500,000 

$310,000 

Thomson-CSF  Communications 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

NO  0039-9  7-C-80  08 

OT(845) 

$1,000,000 

$2,152,000 

Ultra mer,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE  07-98-3-0  01 2 

OTfR) 

$1,110,000 

$1,252,000 

$186,750,000 

$35,687,000 
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FY99 


YPE 

RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

TORI  00" 
RANK 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL” 

PRIME 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL” 

SUB(S) 

"NON-TRADITIONAL"  PRIME  CONTRACTOR 

ABU  Hswtr  T8.D  Company,  Inc 

U  S  Navy  Office  c*  Naval 
Research 

NOO0 14-99-3-0002 

$6,642,443 

$6,642,443 

X 

DARPA 

MI  )A97  7-99-  3-0003 

OT(R) 

$  •  CtVj  COO 

$1,007,428 

X 

Cinergy  Technology,  inc 

U  S  Navy  -  Naval  Surface 
Warfare  Center  •  Crane 
Drvision 

N001 64-98-2-0001 

CA 

$1,600,000 

$-.600.00  U 

X 

Pacific  Manne  &  Supply  Company. 
LTD.  California  State  Umvers*y  at 
Long  Beach,  Cisiunar  Aerospace, 

Inc  and  Nichols  Advanced  Marine 

U  S  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N000 14-99- 3-0008 

OT(R) 

$1,000,000 

$  •  IX  0.00  0 

X 

X 

Paramount  Digrtal  Entertainment 

EMUH 

N61339- 99- 3-0001 

OT(R) 

$525,000 

X 

ssmi 

U  S  Air  Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

F2960 1-99-9-0148 

$24,912 

$1,115,760 

1 

X 

Lockheed  Martin  Information 
Systems 

U.S  Air  Force  Warner- 
Robins  Air  l  ogisttes  Center 

F09603-99-90001 

$3,003,763 

$1,995,836 

1 

— 

DARPA 

MDA9  72-99- 9-0003 

OT{845) 

$110,000,000 

!.  1  l  HI  MM 

■ 

X 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation 

i§n£gugim 

N00014-99  3-0011 

OT(R) 

$2,376,454 

2 

X 

DARPA 

MDA972-99- 3-0005 

OT<R) 

$1,719,690 

$  '  '  ‘i.fii  " 

3 

X 

HniRIiiH 

1EHEESMKB1 

■■■■■ 

NOO0 14-99-3-0010 

$1,000,000 

1 

Lockheed  Martin  Corporation 

U  S  Air  Force  -  Ar  Force. 

Space  and  Missile  Systems 

Center 

F04701-98-9  0004 

$500,000,000 

variate? 

1 

Lockheed  Martin  Corporation  IR 
Imaging  Systems 

U  S  Army  ■  Commumcalicns 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07  99-9  J564 

$5,500,000 

$0 

1 

DAAB07  99-3-K517 

WSL 

n.cMo.wo 

5  *  .'>10,00  0 

1 
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loc  Wised  Martin  Corporation. 
Government  Electronic  Systems 

U  S  Navy  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024- 99  9-5386 

OT<845) 

$63,300,000 

$125,000,000 

1 

Lockheed  Martin  Undersea 

Systems 

U  S  Navy .  Naval  Undersea 
Warfare  Center.  Newport 
Division 

N66604-99-W-  3006 

OT(R) 

$111,000 

$20,000 

1 

Lockheed  Martin  Vought  Systems 

U  $  Air  Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

F08 630-99- 9-0001 

OT<845) 

$15,290,000 

$17,652,000 

1 

Sandora  A  Lockhood  Mart*! 
Company 

U  S  Army  -  Communications 

DA  ABO  7-99-  3-K523 

OTfR) 

$2,100,000 

$2,100,000 

Sanders  A  Lockheed  Mann 
Company.  University  oi  Maryland, 
and  MIT 

DARPA 

MDA9 72-99- 3-00 29 

OTfR) 

$395,850 

$0 

Boeing  Company 

U  S  Army  •  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

NCCW-0076 

CA 

$137,627 

$137,627 

U  S  Army  •  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

NCCW-0076 

CA 

$450,000 

$450,000 

H 

Boeing  Company 

U  S  Navy  Naval  Ait 
Systems  Command  -Naval 
Air  Warfare  Center  Weapons 
Division 

N68936-99- 9-0004 

OT(845) 

$477.64? 

$275,000 

Booing  Company  [consortium] 

U  S  Army  •  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

NCCW-0076 

om 

$75,000 

$75,000 

■K 

Boeing  Company,  Information, 
Space  and  Defense  Systems 

DARPA 

M  DAS 72-99- 9-00  02 

OT(845) 

$1,800,000 

$800,000 

1 

Boeing  Company,  NASA,  &  DARPA 
[tripartite  agreement] 

DARPA 

MDA972-99- 9-0008 

OT(845) 

$1,952,000 

$0 

2 

Boeing  Military  Aircraft  &  Missile 
Systems  Group 

U.S.  Army  -  Army,  Aviation 
and  Missile  Command 

DAAH01-99-3-R001 

OT(845) 

$22,900,000 

$0 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-98- 3-0022 

OT(R) 

$251,750 

$270,793 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center  -  Aircraft 
Division 

N0042 1-99-3-1 345 

OT(R) 

$195,405 

$195,801 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N0001 9-99-9-0029 

OT(845) 

$0 

$45,700,000 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N0001 9-99-9-1428 

OT(845) 

$11,756,115 

$0 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command  -Naval 
Air  Warfare  Center  Weapons 
Division 

N 6 893 6-9 9- 9-0003 

OT(845) 

$712,769 

$0 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Air  Force, 
Space  and  Missile  Systems 
Center 

F04701-98-9-0005 

OT(845) 

$500,000,000 

variable 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

F08  630-99-9-0002 

OT(845) 

$1,050,000 

$49,947 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

F08  630-99-9-0006 

OT(845) 

$1,050,000 

$79,988 

2 

McDonnell  Douglas  Helicopter 
Systems 

U.S.  Army  -  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

NCC2-99088 

OT(R) 

$500,000 

$500,000 

2 
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McDonnell  Douglas  Helicopter 
Systems,  a  Wholly-Owned 
Subsidiary  d  the  Boeing  Company 

DARPA 

MDA972-99- 9-0001 

OT(845) 

$2,500,000 

$2,500,259 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation. 
Electronic  Sensors  and  Systems 

U  S  Army  -  Army,  Aviation 
and  Missile  Command 

DAAH01-99-3-R002 

OT<845) 

$49,671 

$58,723 

m 

Teledyne  Ryan  Aeronautical 
(Novated  to  Northrop  Grumman 
Ryan  Aeronautical  Center)  and 
Sunsirand  Aerospace 

DARPA 

MDA972-99  9-0006 

OT<845) 

$14,100,000 

$0 

3 

Raytheon  E-Systems.  Inc  ,  Aitornat© 
Realties  Corp .  Amain  Electronics 
Company  Inc  .  Applied  Research 
Associates  Inc  .  Applied  Research 
Laboratories,  ASRC 
Communications  Ltd .  Colorado 
school  of  Minos,  Commonwealth 
Computer  Research.  Penn  State 
University.  University  of  Southern 
California.  Camera  Mellon 
University.  Poster- Mi  lor  Inc  . 

GENROCO  Inc.,  Houston 

Associates  Inc.,  Infomaniacs, 
Institute  for  Global  Futures, 
InterSense  Inc.,  Intrinsic  Software, 
Jaycor  Inc..  Lachel  &  Associates 

Inc.,  MARK  Resources  Inc., 

Mercury  Computer  Systems  Inc., 

Scientific  Computing  Associates 

Inc.,  Orbital  Sciences,  University  of 
Oklahoma,  Sandia  Research  Corp., 
Retinal  Displays,  Inc.,  Syracuse 
Research  Corp.,  Oracle,  and  The 
Virtual  Workshop 

DARPA 

M  D  A9 72-99- 3-00  3 5 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

4 

Raytheon  Systems  Company 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-99-3-K518 

OT(R) 

$3,450,000 

$3,450,000 

4 

Raytheon  Systems  Company 

U.S.  Army -Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

D  A  AE 07-99- 9-0001 

OT(845) 

$200,000 

$512,000 

4 

TRW  Inc.,  Space  and  Electronics 
Group 

U.S.  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-99- 3-0013 

OT(R) 

$208,267 

$208,267 

5 

Science  Applications  International 
Corporation  (SAIC) 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

NO 003 9-9 9- 9-4001 

OT(845) 

$3,491,411 

$370,000 

9 
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Science  Applications  international 
Corporation  (SAIC).  Arete 
Associates,  Avtec  Systems, 

CAE  Soft.  Inc  .  Coherent 
Technologies,  PAR  Systems,  Vista 
Research  and  Foster  Wheeler 

DARPA 

MDA972-99-3-0022 

OT(R) 

■ 

to 

9 

Gonoral  Dynamics  Land  Systems 

Inc  and  Magnet  Motors  Gmtj 

U  S  Navy  -  Naval  Surface 
Warfare  Center.  Carder ock 
Division 

N00167  99  9-0029 

OT<845) 

$22,000,000 

$0 

m 

X 

Piyswam 

DARPA 

MDA972-99-  9-0007 

OT(845) 

$40,000,000 

$6,500,000 

16 

X 

Honeywell  Technology  Center. 

Predict  CLI,  University  ot 

Minnesota.  CalTech. 

Bioanalvtic  Microsystems.  Inc . 

NOO0 14-98-3-0020 

$1,176,110 

58 

F29801-98-  9-0193 

•j.-.  ■: 

58 

_ 

$68,813,219 

$12,505,633 

_ 

General  Dynamics  Land  Systems 

Inc 

U  S  Army  •  Tank 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE07-99- 3-0008 

OT(R) 

$8,000,000 

$8,200,000 

12 

Johns  Hopkins  University  Applied 

Physics  Laboratory  and  Aorospaco 

Corporation  (Consortwm] 

DARPA 

MDA972-99-3  0021 

OT^R) 

$97,966 

to 

14 

General  Electric  Aircraft  Engnes 

U  S  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center  •  Aircraft 
Division 

N0042 1-99-3-1607 

OT(R) 

$1,318,923 

$1,452,610 

17 

U  S  Navy  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center  -  Aircraft 
Division 

N0042 1-99-3-1606 

OT(R) 

$605,013 

$605,576 

17 

Doll  Helicopter  Textron 

U  S  Army  •  Aviation  and 
Missiio  command 

NCC2-99086 

OT|R| 

$499,996 

$499,996 

23 
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Bell  Helicopter  Textron 

NCCW-0076 

n 

$312,302 

$312,302 

23 

pupipm . . 

1  U  S  Army  -  Aviation  and  1 
Missile  Command 

NCCW.0076 

ii 

$246,917 

23 

mmmm 

DAAB07-99-9.K762 

OT(845) 

$1,497,870 

$499,290 

28 

Horns  Corporation,  Aerospace 
Systems  [Division 

U  S  Navy  Space  and 
Naval  warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-99- 9-4002 

OT(84S) 

$1,379,998 

$0 

33 

MM 

DARPA 

MDA972-99-3-0034 

OT(R) 

560.390 

$0 

33 

Pacitic- Sierra  Research,  1  (tan 

Corporation .  and  Integrated 

Sensors,  me 

OARPA 

MDA972-99- 3-0024 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

34 

DARPA 

MDA972-99-3-0012 

OT(B) 

$0 

to 

36 

Booz.  Allen  8.  Hamilton  Inc  ,.  Ohio 
Stone.  Physical  Optics  Corporation, 
Conduclus.  Inc ,  Directed 
Technologies.  Inc  :  and  Science 

and  Technology  Associates.  Inc 

DARPA 

MDA972-99- 3-0031 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

38 

N000 14-99  3-0006 

39 

L-3  Communications,  Telometry  & 
Instm  mentation 

U  S  Air  Force  •  San  Antonio 
Air  logistics  Center 

F41 608-99-9  0288 

OT<845J 

$1,562,950 

$650,000 

53 

OARPA 

MDA972-99- 3-0020 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

56 

DARPA 

MDA972-99.3-0019 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

58 

DARPA 

MDA972-99-  3-00 14 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

85 

IroIIs  Royce  PLC 

U  S  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

NOO0 19-99-9- 1493 

OT(845) 

$1,360,000 

$493,000 

88 

— ■ 

OARPA 

MDA9  72-99-  3-0002 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

91 

■■■■■■■■■ 

■■■ 
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"Team  2020’  Consortium  The 
consortium  is  comprised  of  29 
participants,  three  key  participants 
(Lockheed Martin  Corporation 
Undersea  Systems  Division. 

General  Dynamics  0earic  Boat 
Division,  and  Northrop  Grumman 
Corporation  Oceanic  &  Naval 
Systems  Oivision),  and  26  other 
participants,  o f  which  five  are  small 
ontc-rpnsos  and  six  aro  Government 
support  activities  (e  g,, 
laboratories)  Lockheed  Martin 
Undersea  Systems,  serves  as  the 
manager  and  IxJuciary  agent  tor  the 
consortium 

DARPA 

MDA972-9£  9-0004 

OT<845) 

55.000.000 

$0 

“1-12  5" 

Boeing  North  American,  inc  and 
Rockwell  Science  Center 

U  S  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-99- 3-0012 

OT(R) 

$1,289,371 

$1,289,371 

“2.39" 

Boeing  North  American.  Inc  .  TRW. 
and  lockheod  Martin 

U  5  Air  Force  Air  force. 
Space  and  Missile  Systems 
Center 

F04  701-99-9-000 1 

OT(845) 

$3,600,000 

$0 

“2-5-  1” 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation. 
Hone, 'well,  and  General  Dynamics 
inrormati on  Systems 

U  S  Navy  •  Naval  Air 
Systoms  Command 

N0001 9-99-9- 1662 

OT(84S) 

$6,933,234 

$2,874,565 

•2-58-  12" 

Raytheon  Company.  Lockheed 
Martin  Federal  Systems.  endCaWe 
Wireless  and  Marine 

U  S  N8vy  •  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

NOO0 14-99-3-0003 

OT(R) 

$1  885  897 

$1  89?  751 

“4-  1“ 

"Forward  PASS’ Consortium  The 
consortium  is  composed  of  14 
participants,  tour  key  participants 
(the  Raytheon  Company,  the 

Boeing  Company.  BBN  Corporation 
(o  wholly-owned  subsidiary  ol  GTE), 
and  General  Dynamics  Corporation 
Eloctnc  Boat  Division),  and  10  other 
participants,  of  which  four  are  small 
enterprises  and  one  is  a 

Government  support  activity 
Raytheon  servos  as  tho  managor 
and  fiduciary  agent  for  the 
consortium 

DARPA 

MDA972-99- 9-0005 

OT(845) 

$5,000,000 

$0 

•4.2-51-1  r 

Mission  Resoarch  Corporation, 
ERIM.  Inc  and  Northrop  Grumman 

DARPA 

MDA972-99-3-0011 

OT(R) 

$79,846 

$0 

”68  -  3” 

■■■■■■■■ 

lllgP— — 

$23,788,348 

$6,056,687 

l  .  i  .  i 

1  1 

i 

TEAMING  ARRANGEMENT  WtTH  'TOP  100  CONTRACTOR  (NOT  "MAJOR  PLAYER"  ),  NO 

"NON-TRAOinONAL"  1 

PARTI  Cl  PATIO  1 
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AJphatech.  Inc .  Draper  Laboratory. 
Toy  on  Research  Corp .  and 
Aerospace  Electronics  Inc 

MDA972-99- 3-0007 

$468. 786 

$0 

mumm 

_ 

HM 

US  Army  Soldier  and 
Biological  Chemical 
Command 

DAAD 16-99-3-0001 

CA 

$1,040,404 

$2. 045,970 

X 

■■■■■■■■■ 

■Mi 

l  l  —  1 

TEAMING  ARRANGEMENT  WITH 

RADITIONAL  DEFENSE  CO 

4TRACTOR  (NOT  IN  ‘TOP 

[•:•  j»m  :  ;  a  i  :7J  « i  ■ :»]  "M  wjj.iim 

l  \\  If  i 

Sarnoft  Corporation  (Nanonal 
Information  Display  Laboratory), 
Automotncs  (National  Media 
Laboratory),  and  3M  (National 
Center  ter  Applied  Technology) 

U  S  Navy  •  Office  o<  Naval 
Research 

NOO0 14-99-9-0001 

OT(845) 

S  14.286.000 

$0 

X 

^iT'THM 

Advanced  Crystal  Integration 
Systems  Consortium 

U  S  Navy  ■  Naval  Undersea 
Warfare  Center.  Newport 
Division 

N66604-99- 3-467 1 

OT(R) 

$4,558,066 

$1,086,553 

Advanced  Power  Technologies. 

Inc  .  AST,  ZongeEngineenng.  and 
on  Optic  i 

DARPA 

MDA972-99-3-0030 

OT(R) 

$124,999 

$0 

U  S  Air  Force  -  San  Antonio 
Air  Logistics  Center 

F4 1608-99-9-2205 

OT  (845) 

$1,250,000 

$519,522 

American  Competitiveness  institute 

U  S  Navy  •  Office  <*  Naval 

Research 

N00014-99-3-0015 

i  ^  i 

DARPA 

MDA9  7  2-99-  3-00 1 7 

fciiui 

« 

Anzus.  Inc 

U  S  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N00019  99  9-1546 

$487,000 

Automatic.  Inc 

NMA202-97  9  1032/0009 

$0 

Autometric.  Inc 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

Autometric.  Inc 

NMA202- 97-9- 1032/0011 

$800,000 

$0 

Autometnc.  Inc 

National  Imagery  and 

Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97  9  1032/0012 

OT(845) 

§ 

| 

$0 

Autometric.  Inc 

NMA202-  97-9- 1032/00 1 3 

$1,900,000 

t-j 
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Automatnc.  Inc 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97  9  1032/0014 

OT<845) 

$200,000 

$0 

Autometnc,  Inc 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-  97-9- 1032/00 1 5 

OT(845> 

$3,950,017 

to 

Automatic,  Inc 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-  97-9- 1032/00 1 6 

OT(845) 

$11,000 

to 

Autometric.  Inc 

Automatnc,  Inc 

National  imagery  and 
Mapping  Aqency 

NMA202-  97-9- 1032/00 1 8 

OT<845) 

$230,000 

to 

Automelnc.  Inc 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97  9  1032/0019 

OT(845) 

$575,000 

to 

Automeinc.  Inc 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202- 9  7-9- 1032/0020 

OT<845> 

$347,308 

$0 

Automatnc.  Inc 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA 202-97-9- 1032/0021 

OT<845) 

$1,440,000 

to 

Automatnc.  Inc 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97  9  1032/0022 

OT<845) 

$159,700 

to 

Automatnc.  Inc 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202- 97-9- 1032/0023 

07(845) 

$110,200 

to 

Belli  Iron  Wortcs  Corporation. 
National  Steal  end  Shipbuilding 
Company.  Kvaerner  Masa  Marina 

Inc.,  and  the  Bird-Johnson 

Company 

U.S.  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-99- 3-0009 

OT(R) 

$986,400 

$986,400 

■ 

■ 

Battlespace,  Inc.  and  ITT  Gilfillan 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Surface 
Warfare  Center,  Dahlgren 
Division 

N00178-99- 9-9001 

OT(845) 

$48,000,000 

$0 

BBN  Technologies,  Weston 
Geophysical/Geophex.  LTD,  AETC, 
Inc.,  Charles  Nelson  Associates, 
and  Maxwell  Technologies,  Inc. 
[consortium] 

DARPA 

MDA972-99- 3-0033 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

BFGoodrich  Aircraft  Integrated 
Systems 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N00019-97-H-0152/P00002 

OT(845) 

$6,440,047 

$2,146,683 

Bird-Johnson  Company 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-99-2-4161 

OT(845) 

$329,412 

$329,413 

CCS  Associates 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command  -Naval 
Air  Warfare  Center  Weapons 
Division 

N68936-99- 9-0001 

OT(845) 

$380,400 

$0 

Executive  Control  Board  of  the 
National  Shipbuilding  Research 
Program 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-98- 9-2310 

OT(R) 

$100,000,000 

$100,000,000 

Ford  Motor  Company,  American 

Iron  &  Steel  Institute,  Mississippi 
State,  University  of  Louisville,  and 
Oak  Ridge  National  Laboratory 

U.S.  Army -Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE07-99- 3-0010 

$4,500,000 

$6,725,133 
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GORGA  Space  &  Communications. 
LLC.  GORGA  Technologies,  and 
Physical  Acoustics  Corporation 

DARPA 

MDA972-99-3-0026 

OT(R) 

$0 

to 

information  Systems  Laboratones. 
Inc  ,  OODAR  Ocean  Sensors.  Ltd . 
Innovate  Technical  Solutions.  Inc  . 
and  Quantum  Applied  Science  & 
Research,  Inc 

OARPA 

MDA972-99- 3-0023 

OT(R) 

$24,864 

$0 

Marcom  Aerospace  Defense 
Systems 

U  $  Army  •  Army,  Aviation 
and  Missile  Command 

DAAH01  99  3-R003 

OT<845> 

$57,885 

$90,205 

U  S.  Air  Force  •  Aeronautical 
Systems  Center 

F33657-99-&2035 

OT<845) 

$2,779,576 

$2,779,576 

Med  csf  Education  Technologies 
Incorporated 

U  S  Navy  -  Naval  Air 

War  la  re  Center ,  Training 
Systems  Omsk*. 

N61 339  99  3-0002 

OT(R) 

$499,097 

$3S0.646 

Microelectronics  Advanced 

Research  Corporation 

DARPA 

MDA972-99-  3-0001 

OT(R) 

$0 

wm 

Motorola 

DARPA 

m  i  »7.v  tfs-vrairc-M 

oT(R) 

$5407X10 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Aihanco 

National  imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202- 9  7-9-  1050T0009 

OT(845) 

$610,200 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

N  M  A 202- 97-9-1050/0010 

OT(845) 

$2,638,112 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 050/0011 

OT(845) 

$400,000 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

N  M  A 202- 97-9-1050/0012 

OT(845) 

$1,000,000 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 050/001 3 

OT(845) 

$700,000 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 050/0014 

OT(845) 

$2,800,000 

$0 

NOVA  Engineering 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-99-9-D286 

OT(845) 

$458,855 

$196,653 

Nytech  Integration  Infrared  Systems 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DA  AB 07- 99-9-  J56  5 

OT(845) 

$3,250,000 

$0 

Oakland  University 

U.S.  Army -Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

D  A  AE 07-99- 3-00 11 

OT(R) 

$2,285,000 

$2,665,000 

Photronics,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N0001 9-99-3-1 336 

OT(R) 

$9,101,400 

$13,450,600 

PowerSmart,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army -Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DA  AE 07-99- 3-000 9 

OT(R) 

$2,318,000 

$2,318,000 

Riverside  Research  Institute 

DARPA 

M  DAO 72-99- 3-00 1 6 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

Sarnoff  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N00014-98- 3-0001 

OT(R) 

$750,000 

$750,000 
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SensorTech.  ILC.  Dynamics 
Techncfogy.  Inc .  MegaWave 
Corporation,  Modern  Technology 
Solutions,  Inc .  Physical  Sciences, 
Inc  .  T  Bear  Larson  &  Associates, 
Inc  ,  andXonTech,  Inc 

DARPA 

MDA972-9S.  3-0008 

otir) 

$0 

$0 

OARPA 

■ ■  1 1  II  1  kX-'^l.iiLL^H 

ElifcJl 

50 

$0 

Sikorsky  Aircraft  Corporation 

U  S  Army  -  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

NCCW-0076 

CA 

$489,398 

$489,399 

Sikorsky  Aircraft  Corporation 

U  S  Army  •  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

NCC2-99087 

CA 

$500,000 

$500,000 

Sikorsky  Aircraft  Corporation  and 
UTRC 

U  S  Army  -  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

NCCW-0076 

CA 

$386,578 

$386,579 

romcnds  T ran*  on  Products.  Inc 
DBA  RFGoodrich  Aircraft  Integrated 
Systems,  and  Skorsky  Aircraft 
Corporation 

U  S.  Army  -  Army,  Aviation 
and  Missile  Command 

DAAHIO-99-90001 

OT<845) 

$4,128,604 

$1,517,898 

T alley  Defense  Systems,  inc 

U  S  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command  -Nerval 
Air  Warfare  Center  Weapons 
Division 

N 68936- 99-  9-0002 

OT<845> 

$520,375 

10 

Telcordia  Technologies,  Inc. 
(formerly  Bellcore) 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-99-3-K516 

OT(R) 

$400,000 

$506,357 

Telephonies  Corporation, 
Communication  Systems  Division 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Aeronautical 
Systems  Center 

F33657-99- 9-2033 

OT(845) 

$1,816,700 

$605,567 

UDTInc.,  ENSCO,  Inc.  and 

Defense  Group,  Inc. 

DARPA 

MDA972-99-3-0032 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

University  of  Central  Florida, 

Institute  for  Simulation  and  Training 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center,  Training 
Systems  Division 

N  61 33  9-99-3-0003 

OT(R) 

$259,740 

$259,748 

Vibtech,  Inc.  [consortium] 

U.S.  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N  000 14-99-3-0007 

OT(R) 

$950,000 

$1,113,532 

Wale  off  &  Associates,  Inc.,  Georgia 
Technology  Research  Institute,  New 
Mexico  State  University's  EMRTC, 
and  New  Mexico  State  University's 
Physical  Science  Laboratory 

DARPA 

M  DA972-99-3-00 1 0 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

$221,758,359 

$141,195,464 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  COOPERA  TfVE  AGREEMENTS  AND  OTHER  TRANSACTIONS  ENTERED  INTO  DURING  FISCAL  YEAR  2000 

"TOP100" 

RANK 

CONTRACTOR T 

I£E 

AWARDING 

RECIPIENT  ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER  TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

IJW6n- 

TRAOITIONAL" 

PRIME 

“NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

1 

■NON-TRADITIONAL"  PRIME  CONTRACTOR 

3M  and  Rockwell  Science  Center 

OARPA 

MDA972-00-3-0002 

OT|R) 

$6,072,858 

$4,619,234 

CPU  Technology.  Inc. 

U  S  Air  Force  •  Ogden  Ar 
Logistics  Center 

F42620-00-9-0001 

OT|846) 

$6,000,00(1 

$3,951,273 

X 

Hendry  Mechanical  Warks 

U  S  Navy  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center  •  Aircraft 
Os-iaon 

N00421  -00-9-0368 

OT|845) 

$484  500 

$484,500 

X 

iruHtgent  inference  Systems 
Corporation 

U  S  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

ndiiiim  m  111115 

OT|R) 

$491  965 

$491,985 

X 

Physical  Acoustics  Corporation 

U  S  Navy  Naval  Sea 
Svstems  Command 

N00024-00-9-4122 

OTf845) 

$556012 

$185,338 

X 

plimP_lnc 

U  S  Army-Tar*- 
Autornotrve  and  Armaments 
Command 

OAAE07-00-3  001 

OT|R) 

$3,276,779 

$3,276,788 

X 

X 

Remote  Tools,  Inc 

U  S  Navy  Naval  Sea 
Svstems  Corrmand 

N00024 -00-9-4068 

OT(845) 

$190  000 

$65,000 

X 

Spatial  integrated  Systems 

US  Navy -Naval  Sea 
System*  Command 

N000  24-9  7-H-4 204 

OTI845) 

$3,975,000 

$  100.000 

X 

Spatial  Integrated  Systems 

U  5  Navy  Navid  Sea 
Systems  Corrmand 

N00024  - 00  9  4002 

OT|846) 

$2,721,000 

$1,006,959 

X 

Telcdesic,  LLC 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-O0-W00l 

OTI846) 

$450  000 

$75,000 

X 

$24,038,114 

$14,256,055 

■MAJOR  PLAYER”,  "NON-TRADIT 

ONAL”  PARTICIPATION 

Lockheed  Martin  Corporatwn  and 
Atlantic  Marne  Inc 

U  .S  Navy  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024  98  9  2304 

OT1846) 

$46,246,001) 

$0 

1 

X 

Sanders,  A  Lockheed  Martin 
Company 

OARPA 

MDA972-00-9-0009 

OT|845) 

$14,277,000 

$0 

1 

X 

Sanders.  A  Lockheed  Martin 
Company.  AON  Space.  Inc  .  and 
Spare  Machine  Advisors 

OARPA 

MDA9  72-009-00 14 

OTI846) 

$5  9B9.7KJ 

$0 

1 

X 

Bociriq  Company 

U  S  Air  Force  -  Aeronautical 
Systems  Center 

F33657-00-9-2055 

OT(845) 

$6,106,584 

$2,823,593 

2 

X 

Science  Applications  International 
Corporation  (SAIC)  and  Metat 

Storm,  LTD 

DARPA 

MDA972-00-9-0007 

OT|fl45) 

$10,250,000 

$0 

9 

X 

$82,828,361 

$2,823,583 

MAJOR  PLAYER”,  NO  "NON-TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

L  ockheed  Martin  Ccirporabon 

U  S  Army  -  Comnu  meat  ions 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-00-9-L253 

OTl845'j 

$4,000,000 

$4,024,640 

' 

Lockheed  Martin  Corporation 

US  Amy  Robert Moms 
Acquisition  Center 

DAAD 19- 009-0001 

O 

a 

'§ 

$20,000,000 

1 

Locfcheii!  Martin  Corpcratnn 

U  .S  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Corrmand 

N000 19-00-9-0297 

OT[845) 

$800,000 

$1,115,800 

Lockheed  Martin  Corporawn 

U  £  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039- 00-9  4003 

OT1846) 

$250000 

$0 

■ 
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AWARDING  GOVT  NON-GOVT 

ORGANIZATION  AGREEMENT  NUMBER  TYPE  DOLLARS  DOLLARS 


F08630  00  8-0001 


FI 9638-00-8-0003  OT|845)  tl.0IM.878  $1.030,000 


DAAB1 5  009-0005  OT[846)  $2  000.000  H  .000,000 


4-00-3  0019 


McDonnell  Douglas  Cor p ,  a  lAriolly- 
Owned  $ub«liary  of  the  Boring 
Corrpany 

US  Air  F  ore*  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation 

US  Navy  Narval  Air 
Warfare  Center  -  Aircraft 

Division 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation,  a 
Wholly-Owned  Subsidiary  of  the 
Boeing  Company 

U.S.  Nayy-  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center- Aircraft 
Division 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Co  mm  and 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation 

U.S.  Army  -  Communication 
ElectronicsCo  mm  and 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation 

U.S.  Army  -  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Co  mm  and 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy- Naval  Sea 
Systems  Co  mm  and 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation 

DARPA 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation, 
Electronic  Sensors  and  Systems 
Division 

U.S.  Navy-  Office  of  Naval 
Resea  rch 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation, 
Electronic  Sensors  and  Systems 
Division 

U.S.  Navy-  Office  of  Naval 
Resea  rch 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation, 
Electronic  Sensors  and  Systems 
Division 

U.S.  Navy-  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation, 
Electronic  Sensors  and  Systems 
Division 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center- Aircraft 
Division 

•jv.nu---  ’  a 

OTfR) 

$695,813 

$934  450 

NM0 19-00-9-0349 

OTI845) 

$945,381 

$579,013 

N68335-00-9-0442 

OT(845) 

$2,762,924 

$1,046,361 

N00421-00-3-01 23 

OT(R) 

$454,278 

$453,760 

N000  24-00-3-631 1 

OT(R) 

$299,974 

$0 

DAABO  7-0  0-9-  L254 

OT(845) 

$4,900,000 

$5,651,637 

DAAH01-99-3-R002 

OT(845) 

$19,999 

$0 

N000 19-00-9-0351 

OT1845) 

$000,000 

$206,000 

N000 14-00-3-0011 

OT(R) 

$2,338,601 

$2,338,661 

N000 14-99-3-0004 

OT(R) 

$1,027,987 

$1,040,354 

N000 14-99-3-0005 

OT(R) 

$468,429 

$468,429 

N00421-00-9-0275 

OT1845) 

$1,491,430 

$479,661 

RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOPIOO1* 

RANK 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

•TJON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation. 
Electronic  Sensors  and  Systems 
Division 

U  S  Air  Force  Electronic 
Systems  Center 

FI  9628-00-9-0004 

OT[945j 

SI  100,000 

1945.675 

3 

mn^ 

QAAB0  7-0G9-L255 

OT|84i>) 

$4. 000.000 

*1.422.486 

4 

Raytheon  Company 

DAAB07-00-9-J6 1 1 

*2.971,019 

1320.000 

4 

Raytheon  Compuny 

N 00039  00-9  3224 

OT|845) 

*730 .323 

10 

4 

Raytheon  Company 

N00039- 00-9-4005 

*250  000 

*0 

4 

El2^BE555d^Bliii 

N000 14-00-3-0001 

*1.161.279 

*1.161.29? 

4 

Raytheon  Company,  Electronic 
Systems 

U  S.  Army  Commune ations 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-00-9-H003 

*1  000,000 

4 

FI  9620-00-9.0002 

It. 100.000 

*2.700.000 

4 

UHttiljU 

ID 

4 

1 1  ZiVJi  i  iio  rtlfiR'Ti  iflilii 

sm>'Jr'w.Ww 

■!I.TT:)>IiTiCTT.T.!M 

wzv. 

Eil'T'.i  jTiTOl 

iraHErei 

SP W  ’Til  i  1  ISM 

U  S  Army  -  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

NCCW-0076 

CA 

*605.500 

*805.500 

7 

Pratt  &  VMtitney 

U  $  Navy  Naval  Air 
warfare  Center  Aircraft 
Oviaon 

N0042I  -00-3  0236 

*774233 

*774.896 

8 

Unt*d  Technologies  Pratt  & 

Whitney  Engines  and  United 

Technologies  Research  Center 

(UTRC) 

U  S  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

NIK 11114  00  3  0021 

OT|R) 

*&4'3  160 

*952.607 

■ 

EaT  ntri'fT  >wwi 

DARPA 

MDAB  72-00-9-0002 

Or|846) 

*10.000.008 

*2.830.470 

. 

lUUMLfXIU 

ftijfcHlHi&il 

■■■■■ 

■■■ 

■■■■■■ 

■■■■■■ 

ffiE2E333ni2HCEC2HC 

JITIONAL"  PARTICIPATIC 

4 

DARPA 

MDA872-00-9-0003 

OTI84S) 

*1 0.000.000 

*4. 000.000 

14 

X 

Honeywell  Engnes  and  Systems 

U  S  Anrry  •  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE07-0O-9-0CO2 

OTI845) 

*1  J837.195 

*545.73? 

24 

X 

TT7^63?J95" 

*4.545,732 

— 

tti'.A  M‘X»M  i  i  i  i  it '  f.*K  :1  A  *.Vi  ^  :4fl .!  >!■::»] :  a 

i  :T.T»Ti  iT«TTr^qjT:i  iT’Ty 
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"TOP100" 

RANK 

RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

GOVT  NON-GOVT 

TTPE  DOLLARS  DOLLARS 

"NOfT 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

•T40N- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

nooom  oo  a  ooo? 

OT|045) 

$9,041,690 

$0 

14 

General  Dynamics  Arms  mere 
Systems 

U.$  A/rrry  ■  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE3G-00-9-0100 

OT|845) 

$3,460,000 

$2,000,000 

14 

General  Dynamics  information 
Systems 

U  S  Navy  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

NMoia-oo.a-oo48 

DT|845) 

$495,657 

$0 

14 

mmmm 

DAAE0  7-00-9-0003 

OT|S45j 

$0 

14 

Litton  Systems,  Inc 

iiiMf4n*yHal 

N000 14-00-3-00 17 

16 

U  S  Navy  -  Space  and 
Navel  Warfare  Systems 
Corrmimd 

N0Q039  DO  9  4004 

C>r|846) 

$750,000 

$0 

20 

Concurrent  Technologies 
Corporation 

U  S  Army  •  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-00-9-E75I 

OT[845) 

$3,744,000 

$0 

?1 

General  fclectnc  Aircraft  fcngnes 

U£  Navy- Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center  •  Aircraft 
Ovisicn 

OT(R) 

$602  622 

$804,305 

32 

General  Electric  Aircraft  Engines 

US  Navy  -  Nerval  Air 

Warfare  Center- Aircraft 
Division 

N00421-00-3-0319 

OT(R) 

$1,508,700 

$1,508,700 

32 

General  Electric  Aircraft  Engines 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center- Aircraft 
Division 

N004  21 -00-3-0443 

OT(R) 

$1,247,450 

$1 ,247,450 

32 

General  Electric  Aircraft  Engines 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center- Aircraft 
Division 

N00421-00-3-0536 

OT(R) 

$1,246,000 

$1 ,247,450 

32 

General  Electric  Aircraft  Engines 
and  Lockheed  Martin 

U.S.  Air  Force -Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

F33  61 5-00-3-2006 

OT(R) 

$744,1  03 

$744,104 

32 

L3  Communications,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy- Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N000  24-00-3-4034 

OTI845) 

$600,000 

$0 

33 

Textron  Systems  Corporation 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-00-9-0S1 1 

OT(845) 

$1,147,341 

$0 

36 

AlliantTechsystems,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-00-9-081 9 

OT(845) 

$40,479 

$40,479 

40 

SRI  International  and  Sarnoff 
Corporation 

DARPA 

MDA972-00-3-0006 

OT(R) 

$0 

$0 

42 

SRI  International, Alb ermarle 
Corporation,  and  Pratt  &  Whitney 

U.S.  Navy-  Office  of  Naval 
Resea  rch 

N000 14-00-3-0007 

OT(R) 

$1,599,839 

$2,529,042 

42 

Harris  Corporation 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
ElectronicsCo  mm  and 

DAAB 15-00-9-0003 

OT(845) 

$2,402,470 

$682,849 

45 

Rockwell  Collins,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
ElectronicsCo  mm  and 

DAAB 15-00-9-0004 

OT(845) 

$3,123,515 

$1 ,056,000 

49 

Rockwell  Science  Center 

DARPA 

MDA972-00-3-0003 

OT(R) 

$1,090,217 

$0 

96 


!i.  7.W  W  TTTT^^^^B 

RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOP1001* 

RANK 

"NOfT 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

•TJON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

Rocvrwl  Science  Center  LLC 

m 

rh 

BB 

■ 

$200.28? 

HUH 

„ 

Geo  Center?.  Inc 

U  .$  A/rrry  ■  Tank- 
Auicmctrve  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-Q0-9-08Q2 

OT|845) 

$<98,338 

$10,325 

51 

Prime*  Technoloiyes 

U  S  Army  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30  009  0010 

OTIWS) 

J  120,682 

$77,937 

53 

Assurance  Technology  Corporation 

U  $  Army  Commiracations 

Electronics  Command 

DAABI5  00  9  000/ 

$4,614,254 

$0 

62 

wmmm 

U  S  Nary  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Conmand 

N  00039-00- 9- 2242 

OT|845) 

$383,180 

$0 

65 

General  Atomcs,  Inc 

N000 24  00-3-4037 

OTI846) 

$600  000 

$0 

66 

'  Sr  ■ '  -  Ms 

N000 1 9-00-9-03 1 5 

$1,500,000 

$500,000 

78 

■■■ 

j i 

1 

TEAMING  ARRANGEMENT  WITH  "IWVJOR  PLAYER"  PARTICIPATION.  "NON-TRADITION. 

ftL"  PAR 

TCIPATION 

McOomcll  Douglas  Corp  ,  a  Wholly- 
Owned  Subsidiary  of  the  Boeeig 

Company,  General  Oynarrics 

Inlormalion  Systems.  Honeywell 

Incorporated,  £JY -4,  wind  Rwer, 
and  Green  HU 

NOOOI9-98.H.01I8 

$59,941,841 

$0 

X 

■■■ 

hi  =fJ IIUMJHir J  JM hE'.'ihi:i 

1  .?I,.:I  J  LVi  4  :el  JA  A  i  w  1 

/.I  ■  L»J  l  ■  /  '  Wlbi  :'-l  •;  h 

sULlliL 

H 

US  Air  Force-  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

F29801- 00-9-0 177 

OT|845) 

$24,965,044 

$10,000,000 

^BB 

BI^HBBH 
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RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

OCX.  LARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOP1001* 

RANK 

"NOfT 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

•TJON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

5UB(S) 

McDonnell  Douglas  Corporation,  a 
Wholly- Owned  Subsidiary  at  the 
Boeing  Company.  Honeywell,  and 
Rocfcnel 

PiBi 

F08830-00- 3-0001 

OT|R) 

1525,937 

SI. 178, 37? 

•:  -  ■  48 ■ 

McDonnell  Douglas  Helicopter 
Systems,  AiiedSignal  Aero  so  ace, 
Inc  ,  and  the  Applied  Research 
Laboratory  (APL)  of  the 
PennsyNana  State  (Penn  State) 
Unrversity 

U  S  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

NOO0 14-99-3-00 17 

OTIR) 

SI  133,044 

SI.  133,0-44 

:  .|  h  Irur-i  Ao:  •  i  r.i  ir-:i  r 

Applications  International 
Corporation  (SAIC),  and 
Occancenng  Space  Systems 

MDA9  H  009-0013 

OT(845) 

SG  000, 

SI, 200,01 

^■1 

*32,624,025 

Si  3,5 11,416 

i  m  j,  r-i-M*’ :  i  i:'.w  :*  i r 

»  *■  T.  r.e  :  1 J  MV  -l:«AR^r 

U  S  A/my  •  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-00- 9-081 3 

OT|845) 

J584JJ31 

J  101.849 

*31-40* 

81111 

U  S  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

NOO0 14-00-9-0001 

so 

•14-31* 

KkT-MIkl-.-l 

S101 .649 

. 

_ 

_ 

>i  M  r  II >1  i  1 !  Ik  i  •]  J  [-TOM 

iiM»iAI»3hiM;i1iliH£ 

'J  i  1 1 

HESSl33jS&9I 

NO0 178-99-9-9001 

OT|845) 

S4  610,260 

SO 

X 

i 

l,,-  j,:  ■«» 

QuMZSlEZ^H 

Advanced  Technology  Maitenals. 

Inc 

U  S  Navy  Ofbce  of  Naval 
Research 

NOO0 14-00-3-00 13 

Si. 500.000 

Ac ri  -I 

U  S  Army-Tark- 
Automotrve  and  Arrrartwnls 
Command 

DAAE30  009  0816 

PPI 

Aercjct 

U  .$  Army  Tank 
Autcmotrve  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-00-9-081 7 

Pi 

Arrntech  Engineering  and 

Research  Cooperation.  Brd- 
Johnson  Company  member  of  the 
Vickers  Ulstem  Manne  Division 
(Ul  stem),  and  CJorTek,  Inc 

U  S  Navy  Ofhce  of  Naval 
Research 

NDO0 14-00-3-00 1 0 

OT(R) 

SI  496,520 

Si  496,520 

Aleph  l  iqhtqaWr  Corporation 

N  non  14-00-3-0073 

OTlR) 

J  873 .784 

JB73.7B4 
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ORGANIZATION  AGREEMENT  NUMBER  TYPE  DOLLARS  DOLLARS 


N 00421-00- 3-0234 

OT(R) 

I..-  •  !. 

i.:c  o-: 

N00024  00-3  4033 

OT|845) 

$450000 

$0 

DAAE30-00- 9-081 2 

OT(84  5  j 

$168,774 

$0 

OAAE30  00  9  0809 

1 07(846) 

$180,451 

$182,549 

NMA202-97-9- 1 032/0025 


4MA?02-97-ft.l032/001?/Q'  OT(845)  $555,651 
NMA202-97- 9- 1032/0026  07(8-16)  $639,082 


Autamctnc.  Inc. 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

BAE  Systems,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
ElectronicsCo  mm  and 

BAE  Systems,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
ElectronicsCo  mm  and 

BAE  Systems,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

BAE  Systems,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy-  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

BAE  Systems,  Inc. 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Aeronautical 
Systems  Center 

Bath  Iron  Works 

U.S.  Navy- Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

DAA  BO  7-00-9- D3 1 9 

OT(845) 

$666,614 

$215,735 

DAAH01-99-3-R003 

OT(845) 

$19,949 

$0 

NOOO  39-00-9-2241 

OT(845) 

$401 .206 

$0 

F33  657-99-9-2  036 

OT(845) 

$1,270,210 

$450,000 

N00024-98-9-2300 

OTI845) 

$345,303,000 

$0 

HT5] 


RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYRE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOPIOO" 

RANK 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

•WON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

Dele*  Systems,  Inc 

N 00019  00  9  0198 

SO 

mmum 

OAABO?  009-J609 

OT|845) 

S3.893.443 

SO 

Eagte-Picher  Energy  Products 
Corporation 

U  S  Army  Commjmcations 
Electronic?  Command 

DAAB07-00-9-A256 

OT1845) 

S  2.277.147 

Sl.314.000 

EarthData  Holdinas,  Inc 

National  imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMAJOI -00-9- 1001 

OT|fl45) 

*27^73,715 

SO 

Talon  Coiporatnn 

N00024  OO  3  4032 

SO 

BMiH 

NU3U14  00  3  0016 

OT(R) 

S  750 .000 

S765  254 

U  S  Army  -  Comm; meat  ions 

Aviation  Applied  Technology 

DrectDrate 

QAAH10  009-0001 

CHIMS) 

S4 .169.448 

S1.3B9.8IB 

Flretro  Energy  Incorporated 

US  Navy  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center  -  Aircraft 
Dmiaon 

N00421-00-9-044G 

OT[845) 

S  976.407 

$  976.407 

Dow  International  Corp  .  the 

National  Center  lor  F ood  Salety  & 

technology  (NCR  ST)  operated  by 

the  Illinois  Insotutc  of  Technofaov 

(NT)  for  the  U.S.  Food  &  Drug 
Administration  (FDA),  KraftFoods, 
ConAgra,  Procter  &  Gamble  and 
Hormel  Foods 

U.S.  Army  Soldier  and 
Biological  Chemical 
Command 

DAAD  IB-00-2-00  01 

CA 

$745,235 

$1,803,812 

Fluorochem,  Inc, 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE3  0-00-9-0803 

OT(845) 

$206,586 

$0 

General  Analysis,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy-  Office  of  Naval 
Resea  rch 

N000 1 4-00-3-001 4 

OT(R) 

$94,224 

$32,316 

Globa  1st ar  Government  Services 

U.S.  Navy-  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N000  39-00-9-4007 

OTI845) 

$99,900 

$0 

Great  Lakes  Composite 

Consortium,  South  Carolina 
University,  and  Composite 

Solutions,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy-  Office  of  Naval 
Resea  rch 

N000 14-99-3-001 6 

OT(R) 

$165,000 

$165,991 

Hamilton  Sunstrand  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Co  mm  and 

N000 19-00-9-0314 

OT(845) 

$4,813,661 

$2,062,997 

Hamilton  Sunstrand  Corporation 
and  MaK  System  Gelleschaft  mbH 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center- Aircraft 
Division 

N683  35-00-9-0339 

OT(845) 

$2,500,000 

$848,242 

Hughes  Space  and 

Communications  Company 

U.S.  Navy-  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N000  39-00-9-4002 

OT(845) 

$250,000 

$0 

Inframat  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy-  Office  of  Naval 
Resea  rch 

N000 14-00-3-0018 

OT(R) 

$400,000 

$400,880 

Intellitec 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
ElectronicsCo  mm  and 

DAA  B07-0  0-9-J6  08 

OT(845) 

$250,000 

$169,662 
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AWARDING  GOVT  NON-GOVT 

ORGANIZATION  AGREEMENT  NUMBER  TYPE  DOLLARS  DOLLARS 


DAABQ7-00-3-L51 7 

OTfR) 

•l  -cc  ;?] 

.*4  ±2i  ;?4 

DAABI 5  009  0006 

OT|846) 

(3.600.000 

(0 

NO3O14-0Q-3-QOOB 

OT(R) 

ftv  >-• 

r0fi630.00-j.0001 

CA 

S21G  175 

S216.175 

1 "  0EH8HBH3E  I 


NMA202  97  9  1050/0016 


NMA202  97  9  1050/0016 


National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

Olympic  College  [consortium] 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center,  Training 
Systems  Division 

Orlando  Technology,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armamenl 
Command 

Orlando  Technology,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armamenl 
Command 

Pinnacle  Network  Systems,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy-  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

Plannina  Systems  Incorporated 

U.S.  Navy-  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

NVA30J.97-9.1050/00 JO 

CT  --T 

(935. 000 

to 

NMA202  97  9  1060/0021 

OT(M6) 

(144,935 

to 

NMA2  02-97-9-1 050/0022 

OT(945) 

$605,000 

$0 

NMA2  02-97-9-1 050/0023 

OT(845) 

$1,000,000 

$0 

NMA2  02-97-9- 1050/0024 

OT(845) 

$500,000 

$0 

NMA2  02-97-9-1 050/0025 

OT(845) 

$485,880 

$0 

NMA2  02-97-9-1 050/0026 

OT(845) 

$44,200 

$0 

NMA2  02-97-9-1 050/0027 

OT(845) 

$100,000 

$0 

NMA2  02-97-9- 1050/0028 

OT(845) 

$316,440 

$0 

N6 1339-00-3-0002 

OT(R) 

$250,000 

$400,000 

DAAE30-00-9-0814 

OT(845) 

$908,656 

$254,900 

DAAE30-00-9-0815 

OT(845) 

$500,000 

$45,855 

NO  00  39-00-9-4006 

OT(845) 

$2,000,000 

$100,000 

NO  00  39-00-9-4000 

OT1845) 

$275,000 

$118,404 

s 


RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOP100" 

RANK 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

•NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

Qualcomm,  Inc 

U  S  Army  Communications 
Electronics  Command 

DAAB07-Q0-3-L51 1 

(•’acai  Communications,  Inc 

U  S  Army  Comnuracationr. 

Electronics  Command 

OAAB15  009  0002 

OT|845) 

52.359.705 

5542.756 

Silicon  Power  Corporation 

U  S  Navy  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Corrmand 

NOQ024-0O- 3-4036 

OT1845) 

5599.716 

50 

The  Maine  Manufacturing 

E'tcnaon  Partnership 

U  S  Navy  ■  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

NM0 14-00-3-001? 

OTfR) 

5403  343 

5677  000 

Thiokol  Proputoon 

DAAE30-00- 9-0806 

OT|845j 

50 

Thiotol  Propulsion 

U  S  A/my  •  Tank. 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Corrmand 

DAAF30-00- 9-0808 

OT|845) 

598,444 

$0 

Thiukol  Propulsion  and  Brigham 
Young  Um  veraty 

U  $  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Arno  rants 
Command 

DAAE30  00  9  0804 

OT|846) 

5214273 

50 

Thiokol  Propulsion  and  Bngham 
Young  University 

U  S  Arnry- Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Corrmand 

DAAE30-00-9-0607 

OT|845) 

5 1.04  3.653 

50 

Thiokoi  Propulaon  and  Bngham 

. .  _  .  .  . 

U  $  Army  •  Tank- 
Automotrve  and  Armaments 

Command 

DAAE30-00-9-0805 

OTI345) 

5129.889 

SO 

1 

Ultralife  Batteries,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
ElectronicsCo  mm  and 

DAA  B07-00-9-A257 

OT(845) 

$3,121,000 

$4,285,000 

United  Defense  LP,  Steel  Products 
Division 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE0  7-0  0-9- 0001 

OT(845) 

$970,000 

$102,398 

University  of  Chicago 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-00-9-0818 

OT(845) 

$731,829 

$232,479 

University  of  Rochester 

U.S.  Army  -  Robert  Morris 
Acquisition  Center 

Hill 

Vanu,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Communications 
ElectronicsCo  mm  and 

DAAB 15-00-9-0001 

OT(845) 

$479,371 

$0 

Veritay  Technology,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  lank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE3  0-0  0-9-  0800 

OT(845) 

$83,274 

$9,595 

$591,513,067 

$53,791,263 
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AWARDING 

RECIPIENT  ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

|  “NON- 

TOPIOO"  TRADITIONAL"  TRADITIONAL- 

RANK  PRIME  SUB(S) 

"NON-TRADITIONAL”  PRIME  CONTRACTOR 

AC  Gravity,  LLP 

U.S.  Army  -  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

DAAH01-01-9-R001 

OT(845> 

$448,970 

SO 

* 

Agilent  Technologies.  Inc.  and 
Sawyer  Research  Products.  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  OlTlce  or  Naval 
Research 

NOO0 14-01-9-0001 

OT(845) 

$1,583,752 

$1,834,359 

X 

Donaldson  Company.  Inc 

U.S.  Army  -  Robert  Morris 
Acqiisltlon  Center 

DAAD1 6-0 1-3- 0001 

OT(R) 

$399,088 

$399,202 

X 

Electricore.  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE07-01-3-0001 

OT(R) 

$2,350,000 

$2,457,000 

X 

Exponent.  Inc..  Pactfc  Consulants. 
LLC.  PEM6TAR.  Inc..  Computer 
Sciences  Corporation  Omeaa 

U.S.  Army- 

Communications-Electronics 

Command 

DAAB07-01-9-N001 

OT<845) 

$78,581,597 

$0 

14 

X 

X 

Training  Group,  and  The  Wexford 
Group  International 

Flowserve  U.S..  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-01-9-4082 

OT(845) 

$1,016,209 

$163,048 

X 

Gulfstream  Aerospace  Corporation 

DARPA 

MDA972-01-9-0021 

OT(845) 

$972,926 

$48,971 

X 

Herres  and  Lee  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-01-9-61 12 

OT(845) 

$1 ,228,000 

$409,250 

X 

Hewlett  Packard  Company  [DTM 
Consortium] 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-3-0005 

OT(R) 

$12,542,000 

$13,156,000 

X 

Inmarsat.  LTD 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-01-9-4006 

OT(845) 

$143,200 

$100,000 

X 

Integrity  Arts  and  Technology,  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center,  Training 
Systems  Division 

N61 339-01-3-0002 

OT(R) 

$50,000 

$0 

X 

Millenium  Jet,  Inc. 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-0004 

OT(845) 

$5,096,613 

$0 

X 

Ovonic  Battery  Company,  Inc.  and 
PowerSmart,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army-  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE07-01-3-0007 

OT(R) 

$2,540,191 

$2,540,191 

X 

X 

Ozark  Aircraft  Systems,  LLC 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N0001 9-01-9-0213 

OT(845) 

$978,170 

$326,057 

X 

Pittsburgh  Electric  Engines,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army-  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE07-01-9-0002 

OT(845) 

$2,826,354 

$0 

X 

QWIP  Technologies,  LLC,  Global 
Communications  Semiconductors, 
Indigo  Systems,  Santa  Barbara 
FocalPlane,  and  Jet  Propulsion 
Laboratory  (Govt) 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-0024 

OT(845) 

$1 ,637,000 

$55,440 

X 
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RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

TOPI  00" 

RANK 

HlSEjuH 

Scalable  Simulation  Solutions.  LLC 

U.S.  Army  -  Robert  Morris 
Acquisition  Center 

DAAD1 9-0 1-9-0005 

OT(845) 

$2,314,924 

SO 

X 

Spencer  Machine  and  Tool 

Company 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N00024-01 -9-4049 

OT(845) 

$16,000 

$107,720 

X 

Structural  Dynamics  Research 
Corporation 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Oklahoma 
City  Air  Logistics  Center 

F34650-01 -9-0001 

OT(845) 

$1,872,468 

$1,122,558 

X 

Ultra  Electronics  Limited.  Controls 
Division 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N000 19-01-9-0 186 

OT(845) 

$3,164,000 

$1,703,123 

X 

XCELLSIS  Corporation 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE07-0 1-3-0003 

OT(R) 

SI. 100.000 

$1,200,000 

X 

$120,861,462  $25,622,919  1 

i  ] 

•MAJOR  PLAYER",  "NON-TRADITION AL"  PARTICIPATION 

Lockheed  Martin  Aeronautics 
Company  and  Eaqle  Aeronautics 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-0002 

OT<845) 

$2,489,862 

$557,838 

1 

X 

IRobot  Corporation.  Raytheon 
Company,  Caterpillar,  Inc.,  and 
Produd  Resources.  Inc. 

[consortium] 

DARPA 

MDA 97 2-0 1-9-00 12 

OT<845> 

S499.268 

$0 

X 

Raytheon  Company 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  WarTare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-01-9-4008 

OT(845) 

$898,065 

$574,229 

■■ 

X 

Raylheon  Company  and  JBiSofl 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-0020 

OT<845) 

$4,997,000 

SO 

X 

Raytheon  Company.  Agile 
Communications.  NuWave,  and 
Protean 

DARPA 

MDA972-01-9-0022 

OT(845) 

$1,850,000 

50 

5 

X 

TRW,  Inc.  and  Agile 
Communications 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-0023 

OT(845) 

$1,845,843 

50 

6 

X 

General  Dynamics  Robotic  Systems 
and  PercepTek 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-00 13 

$1,499,998 

so 

9 

X 

General  Dynamics  Robotic 

Systems,  Avalanche  Engineering, 
Engine  Research  Associates. 

Patrick  Power  Products,  and 

Percep  Tek 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-00 10 

OT(845) 

$499,995 

$0 

■ 

X 

— — -  ; 

-  - 

"MAJOR  PLAYER",  NO  “NON-TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

Lockheed  Martin,  Space  Systems. 
Missiles  and  Space 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  WarTare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-01-9-400 1 

OT(845) 

$2,147,269 

$660,000 

104 


RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 
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GOVT 
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NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

TOPI  00" 
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m 

Boeing  Company 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center  -  Aircraft 
Division 

N0042 1-01-3-0098 

OT(Ri  $8,708,396 

$1,314,696 

2 

Boeing  Company 

DARPA 

MDA972-01-2-0016 

CA  S5. 149. 374 

$400,000 

2 

Boeing  Company 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-0003 

OT(845)  $2,643,875 

$963,610 

2 

Boeing  Satellite  Systems.  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-01-9-4002 

OT(845) 

$2,511,266 

$1,349,000 

2 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation. 
Electronic  Sensors  and  Systems 
Division 

U.S.  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N000 14-00-3-0022 

OT(R) 

$360,204 

$379,147 

3 

Raytheon  Company 

U.S.  Army  -  Robert  Morris 
Acqiisition  Center 

DAAD1 9-0 1-9-0003 

OT(845) 

$2,530,590 

$1,246,410 

5 

Raytheon  Company 

U.S  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-01-9-4003 

OT(845) 

$3,197,000 

$1,000,000 

5 

Raytheon  Infrared  Operations 

U.S.  Army- 

Com  munications-  Electronics 
Command 

DAAB07-01-9-J411 

OT(845) 

$2,800,000 

SI  .420.000 

5 

TRW.  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Robert  Morris 
Acqiisition  Center 

DAAD1 9-01-9-0004 

OT<845) 

$4,027,744 

S2.013.884 

6 

Sikorsky  Aircraft  Corporation, 

Boeing  Company,  and  Bell 
Helicopter 

U.S.  Army  -  Army  National 
Rolorcratt  Technology 
Center 

NCC2-9019 

CA 

$807,000 

$807,000 

7 

Sikorsky  Aircraft  Corporation, 

Boeing  Company,  and  Bell 
Helicopter 

U.S.  Army  -  Army  National 
Rolorcrafl  Technology 
Center 

NCC2-9019 

CA 

$1,203,750 

$1,203,750 

7 

General  Dynamics  -  Ordnance  and 
Tactical  Systems  (NWEC) 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01-9-080Q/0007 

OT(845) 

$12,047,761 

SO 

9 

General  Ceramics  Land  Systems. 
Magnet  Motor  GmbH,  and  the  Army 
Corp  of  Engineers  R&D  Center 
(Govt) 

DARPA 

MDA972-01-9-0007 

OT(845) 

$940,259 

$499,449 

9 

$49074488  $13,256,946 

_ 

_ 

1  1 

Science  Applications  International 
Corporation  (SAIC).  Applied 
Perception.  Inc.,  and  Visteon 
Corporation 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-00 15 

OT(845) 

$1,500,000 

$0 

11 

X 

ITT  Aerospace  Communications 

U.S.  Army  - 

Communications-Eledronics 

Command 

DAAB07-01-9-L521 

I 

O 

S999.008 

$1,000,537 

15 

X 
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BEljuBI 

BAE  Syslems  Information  and 
Electronic  Syslems  Integration.  Inc.. 
APTI  Wireless,  and  Herrick 
Technology  Laboratories 

DARPA 

MDA972-01-9-0019 

OT(845> 

S4.988.345 

SO 

18 

X 

Honeywel  International.  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01-9-0100 

OT(845) 

$43,776,666 

$21888.334 

31 

Honeywel  International,  Inc.,  MLB 
Company.  D-Star  Engineering,  and 
Techsburg 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-00 18 

OT(845) 

$3,000,000 

$1,500,953 

31 

SRI  international  AdtvMedia 
Robotics,  and  The  Eigenpoinl 
Company  [consortium] 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-00 14 

OT(845) 

$1,400,000 

$0 

32 

BB 

Harris  Corporation  and  Rockwell 

U.S  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-01-9-4007 

OT(845) 

$870,000 

$435,000 

44 

X 

Carnegie  Mellon  University  and 
RedZone  Robotics 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-00 16 

OT(845) 

SI  .500.000 

SO 

47 

X 

Carnegie  Mellon  University. 

Tlmoney  Technology,  and  PS 
Electronics.  Inc. 

DARPA 

MDA972-01-9-0005 

OT(845) 

si  oon  noo 

SO 

47 

X 

$59,034,019  $24,824,824  1 

!  i 

- 1 - 1 - 1 - 

"TOP  100  CONTRACTOR,  NOT  "MAJOR  PLAYER",  NO  "NON -TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

ITT  Aerospace  Communications 

U.S.  Army- 

Com  munic  at  ions-  Electronics 
Command 

DAAB07-01-9-L521 

OT(845) 

5999.008 

$1,000,537 

15 

BAE  Syslems  Aerospace 
Electronics.  Inc. 

U.S.  Army- 

Communications-Eiecironics 

Command 

DAAB07-0 1-9-D404 

OT(845) 

$421,354 

$207,532 

18 

BAE  Syslems  Aerospace 
Electronics.  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  - 

Communlcatlons-Electronlcs 

Command 

DAAB07-01-9-D405 

OT(845) 

S7  36,010 

$362,512 

18 

Spectrum  Astro.  Inc. 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-01-9-4004 

OT(845) 

SI  .500.000 

$454,272 

23 

Thlokol  Propulsion  (Division  of 
Allianl  Techsystems)  and  Alcoa 
Business  (NWEC) 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01-9-0800/0001 

OT(845) 

$364,865 

so 

25 

Thiokol  Propulsion  (Division  of 
Alliant  Techsystems)  and  Alcoa 
Business  (NWEC) 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01-9-080Q/0003 

OT(845) 

$73,872 

SO 

25 

Thiokol  Propulsion  (Division  of 
Alliant  Techsystems)  and  Alcoa 
Business  (NWEC) 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01-9-080Q/0005 

OT(845) 

S257.216 

SO 

25 
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M33GM 

Thiokol  Propulsion  (Division  of 
Allianl  Techsyslems)  and  Alcoa 
Business  (NWEC) 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01 -9-0800/0006  OT<845) 

SI  .087.715 

so 

25 

Concurrent  Technologies 
Corporation 

U.S.  Army- 

Communications-Eleclrorics 

Command 

DAAB07-01-9-E751 

OT(845) 

$5,615,000 

$0 

26 

Titan  Systems  Corporation 

U.S.  Army  - 

Communications-Electronics 

Command 

DAAB07-01-3-K203 

CA 

S500.000 

$401,000 

29 

Honeywell  International.  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Aviation  Applied 
Technology  Directorate 

DAAH10-01  -9-0001 

01(845) 

$1644.558 

S41 1.140 

31 

Orbital  Sciences  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Space  and 
Naval  Warfare  Systems 
Command 

N00039-01-9-4005 

OT<845) 

$500,000 

$474,000 

35 

General  Flcdric  Aircraft  Fngincn 

U.S.  Air  Fcacc  -  Air  Forec 
Research  I.  aboi-.it  orv 

F3361 5-01 -3-2101 

OT(R) 

SI  ,274.750 

51.275.950 

39 

General  Electric  Aircraft  Engines 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

F33615-01-3-2102 

OT(R) 

SI  .293.880 

SI  .293.880 

39 

General  Electric  Company 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-3-0002 

OT(R) 

S3.408.020 

$3,408,021 

39 

Mil  1  1  i 

ES31 

nmwn 

42 

Rockwell  Collins,  Inc 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-3-0003 

OT(R) 

S140.000 

$140,000 

59 

Rockwell  Collins,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army- 

Com  municat  ions- Electronics 
Command 

DAAB07-01-3-L522 

OT(R) 

$2,400,000 

$2,391,990 

59 

Rockwell  Collins,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Robert  Morris 
Acquisition  Center 

DAAD19-01-9-0001 

OT(845) 

S4.627.173 

$2,555,581 

59 

Rockwell  Collins,  Inc 

U.S.  Army  -  Robert  Morris 
Acqiisition  Center 

DAAD1 9-0 1-9-0002 

OT(845) 

$1,805,081 

$1,367,120 

59 

Rockwell  Science  Center 

U.S.  Army- 

Communications-Electronics 

Command 

DAAB07-01 -3-L523 

OT(R) 

$788,351 

$787,997 

59 

S32.902.530  S18.034.804 

_ 7 _ _ =1 _ : _ - _ _ . _ 

= 

REPORT  ALLUDES  TO  "NON-TRADITIONAL"  DIVISION:  HOWEVER  COMPANY  IS  LISTED  IN  "TOP  100". 

Motorola.  Inc.  1  DARPA 

MDA972-01-3-0004 

OTl.R) 

S3.434.471 

S4 .026.709 

42 

... 

_ _ 

_ _ 

_ _ 

TEAMING  ARRANGEMENT  WITH  "MAJOR  PLAYER"  PARTICIPATION.  "NON-TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATlOf 

i 

Lockheed  Marlin  Missiles  and  Fire 
Control  Derision.  Caterpillar.  BAE 
Systems.  Rod  Mlllen  Special 
Vehicles.  Sandia  (Govt),  and  NIST 
(Govt)  [consortium] 

DARPA 

MDA972-01-9-0009 

OT(845) 

S500.000 

$222,775 

•1-18" 

Northrop  Grumman  Corporation 
and  Raytheon  Aircraft  Company 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-0001 

$2,499,914 

$1,668,258 

"3 -5' 

X 
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NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

TOPI  00" 

RANK 

$2,999,914 

$1,891,033 

i 

.  .  ; 

_ 

| TEAMING  ARRANGEMENT  WITH  "MAJOR  PLAYER"  PARTICIPATION,  NO  "NON-TRADITIONAL”  PARTICIPATE 

tv 

Electric  Boat  Division  (General 
Dynamics  Corporation). 
Electrodynamic.  Pern  State  ARl. 
and  NUWC  -  Newport  Division 

U  S.  Navy  -  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N000 14-00-3-0020 

OT(R) 

$1,199,990 

$1,662,795 

"9 -36" 

i 

i 

_ 

_ 

1  TEAMING  ARRANGEMENT  WITH  TOP  100  CONTRACTOR  (NOT  “MAJOR  PLAYER"  l,  “N 

Ballelie  Memorial  Laboratories. 
Carnegie  Melon  University,  and 
Planet  Electric 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-0008 

OT(845) 

$651,216 

SO 

*65  -  47“ 

X 

i 

1 

- 1 - 1 

1  1  1  1  1 

l 

TEAMING  ARRANGEMENT  WITH  TOP  100  CONTRACTOR  (NOT  "MAJOR  PLAYER"  L  NO  "NON-TRADITIONAL" 

PARTICIPATION 

Science  Applications  International 
Corporation  (SAIC).  United 

Defense,  LP.  University  of  Texas. 
Georgia  Tech.  Stanford  university. 
University  of  South  Florida,  and  Jet 
Propulsion  Laboratory  (Govt) 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-0006 

OT(845) 

$500,000 

$249,585 

*11  -  37-  68' 

_ _ _ _ _ 

_ 

_ 

_ 

■!H:i..'>]nH^i  II  II 

Drexel  University  and  ACIN 

Camden  center  for 

Entrepreneurship  in  Technology 
[consortium] 

U.S.  Army  - 

Communications-Electronics 

Command 

DAAB07-01-9-L504 

O 

I 

$10,865,852 

$0 

X 

Interstate  Electronics  Corporation 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01-9-0101 

OT(845) 

S42.879.132 

S2 1.439 .566 

X 

Utton  Systems.  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automoiive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-0 1-9-01 02 

OT(845) 

S43.999.502 

$22,084,269 

X 

Micro  Craft.  Inc.  and  Alturdyne 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-00 17 

OT(845) 

$3,000,000 

$0 

X 
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Orrmilech  Robolics  International. 
Rotary  Power  International,  and 

ESS  West  [consortium] 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-001 1 

OT(845) 

SI. 000.000 

so 

X 

Unmanned  Surface  Vehicle 
consortium  (TEAM  ONE  USA) 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Undersea 
Warfare  Center.  Nev^jort 
Division 

N66604-01-9-12S4 

OT(845) 

so 

$2,100,000 

X 

S101 .744,486  $45,623,835  1 

1  ! 

TRADITIONAL  DEFENSE  CONTRACTOR  (NOT  IN  TOP  100"), 

NO  “NON-TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

Aerojet  (NWEC) 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01-9-0800/0002 

OT(645> 

$485,215 

$118,552 

Aerojet  (NWEC) 

U.S.  Army- Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01-9-080IV0004 

OT(845) 

$327,645 

$24,090 

American  Ordnance,  LLC  (NWEC) 

U.S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01-9-080Q/0008 

OT(845) 

$1,496,148 

50 

Autometrlc,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA 202-97-9-1 032/0032 

OT(845) 

$766,100 

$0 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mappinq  Aqency 

NMA202-97-9-1 032/0035 

01(845) 

$378,297 

$0 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mappinq  Aqency 

NMA20 2- 97-9-1 032/0036 

QT(845) 

$3,940,696 

$0 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9-1 032/0037 

QT(845) 

$484,085 

$0 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mappinq  Aqency 

NMA202-97-9- 1 032/0038 

QT(845) 

$531,138 

$0 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mappinq  Aqency 

NMA20  2- 97-9- 1032/0 039 

OT(845) 

$28,000,000 

$0 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9- 1032/0  040 

OT(845) 

$150,000 

$0 

Autometric,  inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9- 1032/0041 

OT(845) 

$2,971,996 

$0 

Autometric,  Inc. 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA20  2-97-9- 1032/0  042 

OT(845) 

$1,000,000 

$0 

DRS  Sensor  Systems,  Inc.  and 
Nytech 

U.S.  Army - 

Communications-Eiectronics 

Command 

DAAB07-01-9-J413 

OT(845) 

$1,027,000 

$506,880 

Engineered  Machined  Products, 

Inc. 

U.S.  Army -Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAA  E07- 0 1-3-0 004 

OT(R) 

$813,767 

$813,767 

Ford  Motor  Company,  International 
Truck  &  Engine  Corp..  and 

University  of  Michigan 

U.S.  Army -Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAA  E07- 01-3-0005 

OT.RI 

$3,001,000 

$3,123,000 
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it:  i/  r  • : , |  BB  : 

Hamilton  Sundstrarrd  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Systems  Command 

N000 19-01 -9-0246 

OT<845> 

S3.535.429 

SI  .741 .331 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 

Alliance 

National  imagery  and 

Mapping  Agency 

!r  11T  n  V  Hi" KffiTTTTi 

National  Imagery  and 

Mapping  Agency 

NMA 202-97-9-1050/0030 

OT(845) 

$1,000,000 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 

Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 

Mappinq  Agency 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mappinq  Aqency 

NMA  202-97-9- 1050/0032 

OT(845) 

$1,500,000 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA 202-97-9- 1050/0033 

OT(845) 

SI  .500.670 

SO 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA 202-97-9- 1050/0034 

OT(845> 

S265.000 

SO 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA 202-97-9- 1050/0035 

OT(845) 

S900.000 

SO 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA 202-97-9- 1050/0036 

OT(845) 

S51 5.744 

so 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA 202-97-9- 1050/0037 

OT(845) 

$499,600 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 

Mapping  Aqency 

NMA20 2-97-9- 1050/0  038 

OT/845) 

$500,000 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA20  2-97-9- 1050/0039 

OT(84  5) 

$535,680 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9- 1050/0040 

OT(845) 

$424,775 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  imagery  and 
Mappinq  Aqency 

NMA20  2-97-9- 1050/0  041 

OT(845) 

$900,000 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA20  2-97-9- 1050/0  042 

OT(845) 

$749,827 

$0 

National  Media  Laboratory  Strategic 
Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA202-97-9- 1050/0043 

OT(845) 

$1,000,000 

$0 

National  Warheads  &  Energetics 
Consortium  (NWEC) 

U.S.  Army -Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01-9-0800 

OTf845) 

$1,000,000 

$0 

Sikorsky  Aircraft  Corporation 

U.S.  Army- 

Communications-Electronics 

Command 

DAAB07-01-3-L503 

OT(R) 

$500,000 

$554,019 

Thales  Optronique  Canada,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army- 

Communications-Electronics 

Command 

DAAB07-01-9-J414 

OT(845) 

$968,000 

$484,000 

United  Defense  L.P. 

U.S.  Army -Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE07-01-3-0008 

OT(R) 

$2,202,695 

$2,202,695 

University  of  Michigan 

U.S.  Army -Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE07-01-3-0002 

-2I15L 

$3,000,000 

$3,000,000 
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Washington  Slate  University.  The 
Ferrite  Company.  Krafl  Foods  North 
America.  Inc.,  Graphic  Packaging 
Company.  Rexam  Containers. 
Hormel  Foods  Corp..  and  Truitt 
Brothers.  Inc. 

U.S.  Army  Solder  and 
Biological  Chemical 
Command 

DAAD1 6-0 1-2-0001 

CA 

$463,872 

$647,590 

$68,934,379 

$13,215,924 

Ill 


F 


FY02 


DEPARTMENT  OF  DEFENSE  COOPERATIVE  AGREEMENTS  AND  OTHER  TRANSACTIONS  ENTERED  INTO  DURING  FISCAL  YEA 

2002 

AWARDING 

RECIPIENT  ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

CONTRftCTQfi-T 

"NON- 

"TOPIOO"  TRADITIONAL" 
RANK  PRIME 

YPE 

"NON- 

TRADITtONAL" 

SUB(S) 

"NON-TRADITIONAL"  PRIME  CONTRACTOR 

Agilent  Technologies.  Inc  and  tho 
University  of  Southern  California 

DARPA 

MDA972-02-3-0005 

OTfR) 

51.757.718 

?.  550 084 

X 

LM  .'W-LJ.JMJ 

1  1  1  1 

MOA972-02-3-0006 

OT  |R ) 

51.880.000 

51.380.000 

X 

»'  In'Ii1  Blif'li  T  V  If  T  i 

»72  :] 

OTIR) 

55.400,000 

55  000.000 

X 

Delta  Velocity  Corporation,  Alhona 
lochnoiogies  andCSA 
Lnginoonng,  me. 

DARPA 

MDA972-02-9-0007 

OT  (845 1 

51.253.798 

50 

X 

X 

Guifstream  Aerospace  Corporator) 

DARPA 

MDA97  2-0 1-9-00 2 1/P  1 

$437,923 

114.229 

X 

'ii  w  {*3 1 1*!  •)  i  i  ■  i  «Sii' 

MDA9 72-02  3-0003 

Bsai 

w 

50 

New  Power  Concepts.  LLC.  and 

06  K  A 

DARPA 

MOA9  72-02-3-0007 

53,897,142 

f  :  '  11  1 

X 

X 

Pioneer  Rocketplane  Corporation, 
HMX.  Inc.,  and  Aurora  Flight 
Sciences 

DARPA 

MOA9  7  2.02-9-0004 

01(845) 

51.142.000 

50 

X 

X 

OWIP  Technologies.  LLC.  Equnox 
Corporabon,  SC-IR  Corporation, 
Global  Communications 
Semiconductors  indigo  Systems, 
Santa  8arbara  infrared,  and  Revtek 

DARPA 

MDA972-02-9-0015 

OT(845) 

51.200.000 

$0 

X 

X 

Seventh  Knight.  Inc. 

U  S  Army  -  Robert  Moms 
Acquisition  Center 

DAAD 19-02-9-0001 

mm 

50 

X 

Scnex  Research,  Inc. 

■■i  Tf  itt-IHiVMiTiI  1 

tirtiui 

K2DES9 

SO 

X 

imu-uinm— 

■^HTTiTT'MFivX'FiTTT 

KIES] 

51.196.763 

50 

X 

rho  Space  Launch  corporation, 
Universal  Space  Lines.  Scaled 
Composites,  and  Hunter  and 
Associates 

DARPA 

MDA972-02-9-0008 

OT(845) 

■ 

X 

X 

HMiBIHBaa 

■■■ 

n’r.w.i.ur.vij.uiu.'i.i.'iKn.ii.i-iiMUJ.iHiMiJAiMM 

■■■■■■■I 

Lockheed  Martin  Aeronautics 
Company.  Arizona  State  University, 
and  Intelligent  Aerodynamics 

DARPA 

MDA97  2-01 -9-0002/P8 

OT(845) 

52.427.009 

5  I  365 542 

X 

DARPA 

MDA972-01 -9-0009^0 

0TIM5I 

55.499.982 

M 

m 

X 
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AWARDING 

RECIPIENT  ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

HiS 

Booing  Company.  RodZono 

Robotics.  me .  Krauss-Maftei 
Wegmann.  Cougaar  Software.  Inc  . 
Parametric  Technology 

Corporation,  Command  Systems. 

Inc  .  Navigator  Development 

Group.  Inc  .  and  Strategic 

Perspectives.  Inc 

DARPA 

MDA9 72-02-9-0005 

OT(845) 

$154  000,000 

$86,000,000 

2 

X 

Boeing  Company.  Vela,  and 

PanAero 

DARPA 

F33615-98-9-288Q/P25 

OT  (845  J 

$4  962  DC  ) 

2 

X 

U  $  N«wy  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center  -  Arcralt 
Division 

N68335-02-9-3217 

OT(845) 

PURR 

$500,000 

2 

X 

DARPA 

MDA972-01-9-0001/P9 

OT(845) 

$2,699,780 

$0 

3 

X 

Norttirop  Grumman  Corporation, 
Aurora  Flight  Sciences,  and  Alhena 
T  echnoloaies 

DARPA 

MDA972-00-9-0006/P10  &  PI  2 

OT(845) 

$12,000,000 

$0 

X 

Northrop  Grumman  Systems 
Corporation 

DARPA 

MOA9  72-02-9-0008 

OT(845) 

$1,899,824 

$626,942 

mm 

X 

Northrop  Grumman  Systems 
Corporation,  MD  Helicopter, 
CarterCopters,  LLC.  The  Saber 
Group,  and  Natural  Selection.  Inc 

DARPA 

MDA972-02-9-0013 

OT(845) 

$3,000,000 

$1,510,446 

X 

Raytheon  Company.  Agle 
Communications.  NuWave.and 

Prr.  k  uri 

DARPA 

MDA972-01-9-0022/P2  4  P5 

OT  (845 ) 

$18,690,906 

$0 

5 

X 

General  D^iamics  Robobc 

Systems  and  Percep  T  ek 

DARPA 

MDA97  2-0 1  -9-00 1 3/P  2 

OT(845) 

$3,750,000 

$0 

7 

X 

General  Dynamics  Robobc 

Systems.  Avalanche  Engneenng. 
and  Peroep  Tek 

DARPA 

MDA972-01-9-0010/P3 

OT(845) 

$1,500,000 

wm 

7 

X 

DARPA 

MDA972-01-9-0023/P2  4  P5 

$19,082,966 

$0 

8 

X 

Science  Applications  international 
Corporation  (SAIC).  Applied 
Perception.  Inc  .  and  Visteon 
Corporation 

DARPA 

MDA972-01 •9-0Q15/P4 

OT(845) 

$3,750,000 

$0 

9 

X 

Science  Applications  international 
Corporation  (SAJC).  United 

Defense.  LP.  Unrversity  of  Texas. 
Georgia  Tech,  Stanford  University, 
and  Precision  Magnetic  Beanng 
Systems.  Inc 

DARPA 

MDA97 2-0 1 -9-0006/P6 

OT  (845 ) 

$1,500,000 

$89,894 

9 

X 
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RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 
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GOVT 

DOLLARS 
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■•NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

IBB 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

"MAJOR  PLAYER".  NO  "NON-TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

■■■ 

Lockheed  Martin  Mission  Systems. 
TRW,  Inc .  Raytheon  Company, 
Northrop  Grumman,  and  General 
Dynamics  [consortium] 

HQ  0006-02-9-0002 

OT  (845) 

$131,719,835 

$0 

DARPA 

MDA9 7 2-02-9-001 1 

$3,000,000 

$2,217,000 

i 

DARPA 

MDA9 72-02  9-0 00 5/P1 1  «  PI 3 

MIliH 

MDA972-0O-9  001S/P3 

$99,144,499 

$0 

2 

Booing  Company.  TRW,  he., 
Raytheon  Company,  Northrop 
Grumman.  Lockheed  Martin,  and 
Gonoral  Dynamics 

HQ  0005-02-9-0001 

OT  (845) 

$148  993,563 

H 

2 

McDonnoll  Douglas  Ccrp  .  a  Wholly 
Owned  Subsidiary  oftho  Boeing 
Company 

DAP  PA 

MDA972-02-9-0010 

$3,000,000 

$2,500,000 

United  Technologies  Corporaton 

U  S  Navy- Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center  -  Arcrall 
Division 

N00421  -02-3-3225 

!■ 

m 

4 

Raytheon  Company 

U  S  Army  • 

Communicatons-E  lectronics 
Command 

DAAB07-99-3-K  5 1  8/P00009 

CA 

$3,475,000 

$3,699,985 

5 

Raytheon  Company 

U  S  Army 

Communioations-Electronics 

Command 

DAAB07-99-3-K  5 1  8/P00006 

CA 

$3,475,000 

$3,699,985 

5 

Gonoral  Dynamics  Ordnanco  and 

1  act)  cal  Systems 

U  S  Army -Tank- 
Automobve  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01 -9-0800*1010 

OT(845) 

$294,440 

$29,472 

7 

General  D/iamics  Ordnance  and 

T  acbcal  Systems 

U  S  Army  -  Tank- 
Automobve  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01 -9-0800/0011 

OT(845) 

$5,406,506 

_ jo _ 

7 

KfW:T3:Xi>M 

:n.'  .n.  M.'.IMIUHI.wBI”.:  -■»«■■■ 

■■1 

r 

BAF  Systems  Information  and 
Electronic  Systems  Integration, 
l-i  I.*  J<*_.  .jinJ  L'.’li.U 

U  S  Arr Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

$19,110,203 

$0 

20 

X 

U  S  Navy  •  Naval  Sea 
Systems  Command 

N000 24-0 1-94020 

$2,609,266 

$0 

25 

X 

Honeywell  international.  Inc  .  KLA- 
T encor.  and  ASML 

U  S  Air  Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  L  ab  oratory 

F  336 15-02- 9-5325 

mm 

$0 

39 

X 

Honeywell  International,  Inc  ,  MLLt 

Company.  D-Star  Enginoonng,  and 

T  ochstxirg 

DARPA 

MDA97  2-01  -9-00 1 8/P4 

OT(845) 

$18,000,000 

$0 

39 

X 

Cameo e  Mellon  University 

MDA972-01-9-0005/P7 

MIHH1 

!»■ 

66 

114 


RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOP100" 

RANK 

3CEB 
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TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

Camooo  Mellon  University  and 
RedZone  Robotics 

DARPA 

MDA97  2-01  -9-00 1 6/P  4 

$0 

66 

X 

General  Atomics 

so 

70 

X 

$0 

i 

_ 

ia  i  •]  .1  [«i'i*i  •: :  1 1 .  r.w  : 

7  immsmi 

ATK  Thiokol  Propulsion  (Division  of 
Ailiant  Techsystems) 

U  S  Army-Tank- 
AutcmoDve  and  Armamonts 
Command 

OAAE  30-0 1 -9-0800*101 2 

OT  (845) 

$798,215 

$0 

21 

ATK  Thiokol  Propulsion  (Division  of 
AJIiant  Techsystems) 

U  S  Army-Tank- 
Automobve  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAA£30-01  -9-0800*1014 

$472,903 

$0 

21 

ATK  Thiokol  Propulsion  (Division  of 
Ailiant  Techsystems) 

U  S.  Army  -  Tank- 
Automobve  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE3O-0 1-9-0800*101 7 

$1,332,089 

$0 

21 

U  S  Army  -  Tan k- 
Autcmobvo  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE3O-0 1-9-0800*1009 

OT  (845) 

$299,997 

$0 

21 

1-3  Communications  Corporation, 
Communications  Systems  west 

U  S  Army  ■  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

DAAH 10-02-9-0001 

$2,492,869 

$1,901,459 

25 

Honeywell  Sensor  and  Guidance 
Products 

F33615-01-3-5705 

pvm 

ppm 

39 

Geo-Centers 

U  S  Army  -  Tank- 
Autcmobve  and  Armaments 

Command 

DAAE3O-0 1-9-0800*101 8 

OT(845) 

$297,033 

$0 

48 

Hams  Corporation,  Government 
Communications  Systems  Division 

US  Army- 

Commuf  i  cat ■. nadadm  lea 
Command 

OAAB07-02-3-L423 

RH 

RHR 

60 

General  Atomics 

DARPA 

MOA9  7  2-02-9-0 C09 

tiiiiu; 

mtl&rUM 

■  WSUI 

HHKHEfca 

lima 

REPORT  STATES  "NON -TRADITIONAL;  HOWEVER  COMPANY  IS  LISTED  IN  TOP  100". 

l _ 

mum 

DAA0 1 9-02-9-0003 

|  $19,345,000 

12 

80 

X 

!  1  1 

l 

TRADITIONAL  DEFENSE  CONTRACTOR  (NOT  IN  TOP  100").  "NON-TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

Col«man  Research  Corporation. 
Vela  Technology  Development, 

Inc  ,  PanAero,  Inc  ,  and  XCOR 
Aerospace.  Inc 

DARPA 

MDA972-02-9-0001 

OT(845) 

$1,199,081 

$0 

X 

m 

m 
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TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 
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CONTRACTOR  TYPE 

"NON-  "NON- 

TRADITIONAL"  TRADITIONAL" 
PRIME  SUB(S) 

Eaton  Corporation 

U  S  Navy  •  Naval  S*a 
Systems  Command 

N00024-01-9-4022 

OT(845) 

$4,186,000 

$0 

X 

Exponent,  Inc.  and  The  Wexford 
Group  International 

U  S  Army- Robert  Morns 
Acquisition  Center 

DAAD 16-02-9-0002 

OT(845) 

57.498,690 

$0 

X 

Micro  Cralt,  Inc  arxJ  Alturdyne 

DAP  PA 

MOA97  2-01  -9-001 7/P  7 

OT  (845) 

$15,000,000 

$0 

X 

Simmonds  Precision  Products.  Inc 
DBA  8F  Goodrich  Fuel  &  Utility 
Systems,  and  Vibro-Meter 

U  S  Army -Aviabon  Applied 
Technology  Directorate 

OAAH 10-02-9-0002 

OT(845) 

$8,913,840 

$0 

X 

$44  297.610 

KWKOI'IOl 

i 

TRADITIONAL  DEFENSE  CONTRA 

CTOR  (NOT  IN  'TOP  100").  NO  "NON-TRADITIONAL"  PAR 

HCIPATI 

ON 

ABB  Inc 

US  Navy  -Office  of  Naval 
Research 

NOO0 14-99-3-0002 

OT|R) 

$13,249,443 

$13,249,443 

Aerojet 

U  S  Army  -  Tank- 
Automobve  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE3O-0 1-9-08004)01 6 

OT(845) 

$294,181 

$28,000 

Armtoc  Downs*  Products 

Company 

U  S  Army  -  Ten k- 
Automobv*  and  Armamonts 
Command 

DAAE3Q-01 -9-0800*1015 

OT(845) 

$96,793 

Commonwealtn  of  Australia 
represented  by  the  Defence 

Science  &  Technology  Organization 

DARPA 

M  DA9 72-02-3-0002 

OT(R) 

$7,800,000 

Commonwealth  of  Australia 
represented  by  the  Defence 

Science  &  Technology  Organization 

DARPA 

MDA972-02-9-0014- 

OT(845) 

$5,300,000 

Cray,  Inc. 

National  Security  Agency 

M  DA9 04-0 2- 3-0052 

OT(R) 

$10,000,000 

$10,000,000 

Harsh  Environment  Applied 
Technologies,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army- 

Corn  muni  cations-Electronics 
Command 

D  AAB 07-0  2- 9-  J2 1 4 

OT(845) 

$250,000 

$20,000 

H EXCEL  Corporation 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center -Aircraft 
Division 

N  004  2 1-02-3-3249 

OT(R) 

$184,827 

$111,581 

Kilgore  Flares  Company,  LLC 

U.S.  Army-Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE30-01 -9-0800/001 3 

OT(845) 

$878,824 

$0 

National  T  echnology  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0001 

OT(845) 

$30,894,991 

$0 

National  T echnology  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0002 

OT(845) 

$147,767 

$0 

National  T echnology  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

N  M  A4 0 1  -0  2- 9-2 00 1  /00 03 

OT(845) 

$431,560 

$0 

National  T echnology  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

N  M  A4 0 1  -0  2- 9-2 00 1  /00 04 

OT(845) 

$790,502 

$0 

National  T echnology  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

N  M  A4 0 1  -0  2- 9-2 00 1  /00 05 

OT(845) 

$1,206,811 

$0 
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TRADITIONAL"  TRADITIONAL- 
PRIME  SUB(S) 

National  Technology  Alliance 

National  Imegory  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401  02-9-200 1/0006 

OT  (845) 

$322,337 

$0 

National  T  echnology  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0007 

OT(845) 

$179,846 

$0 

National  T  echnology  Allianco 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

N  M  A40 1 -0 2- 9- 200 1 /0008 

OT  (845) 

$380,788 

$0 

National  T echnology  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0009 

OT(845) 

$146,688 

$0 

National  T  echnology  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401  02-9- 2001/0010 

OT(845) 

$499,978 

$0 

National  T echnology  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/00 1 1 

OT(845) 

$192,474 

$0 

National  Technology  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401  02-9-2001/0012 

OT(845) 

$550,010 

$0 

National  Technology  Alliance 

National  Imagory  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401-0  2-9-200 2/0001 

OT(845) 

$7,246,164 

$0 

National  T echnology  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA40 1-0 2-9- 2 00 2/00 02 

OT(845) 

$300,000 

$0 

National  Technology Ailianco 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401  02-9-  200 2/0003 

OT(845) 

$1,023,300 

$0 

NYTECH  Integrated  Infrared 
Systems 

U  S  Army- 

Co  m  m  u  m  catio  n  s -E 1  ectro  n  i  cs 

Command 

D  AAB 07-0  2- 9-  J2 1 3 

OT(845) 

$250,000 

$125,000 

Pratt  and  Whitney 

U.S.  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center -Aircraft 
Division 

N  004  2 1-02-3-31 11 

OT(R) 

$1,510,336 

$1,594,449 

Rosettex  T echnology  and  Ventures 
Group  [see  company  list  below] 

U.S.  Army- 

Corn  muni  cat  ions -Electronics 
Command 

DAAB07-02-9-B220 

OT(845) 

$200,000 

$0 

Sikorsky  Aircraft  Corporation 

DARPA 

M  DAO 72-0 2- 9-0  01 2 

OT(845) 

$3,000,000 

$1,500,000 

Smiths  Aerospace,  Inc. 

U.S.  Army- 

Corn  muni  cat  ions -Electronics 
Command 

D  AAB 07-0  2- 3- J0 13 

OT(R) 

$2,970,000 

$1,485,000 

$90,297,620 

$29,245,738 

The  Rosettex  T echnology  and 
Ventures  Group  is: 

Applied  Minds 

Applied  Signal  Technology,  Inc 

Aquilent,  Inc.  (formerly  Commerce 

One  e-Govemment  Solutions) 

Atinav  Inc 

Autometric,  Inc.  (a  wholly  owned 
subsidiaiy  of  the  Boeing  Company) 

BBN  T  echnologies 

Brilliant  Media,  Inc. 
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Camtmda*  Display  T  eehnology  (CDT) 

Compaq  Federal.  LDC 

Computer  Sciences  Corporation. 

Defense  Oroup 

EarthWatch  Incorporated  DBA 

Digit*  1G  lobe 

EnvircnnvcftaJ  Systems  Research 
InAUitelnc  (ESRI) 

1 3TT  1  fiT  Ji 

i  ^TiTTl  C73  i’t  V  t-7-IT 

L«;  V.TJJll 

Gvneral  Dynamics  Advanced 
Information  Systems 

Oecr^fMascn  University 

Oecrga  Tech  Applied  Research 
Corporation  (OTARO 

ImageLinks,  Inc. 

i^^^=™'~t~t~'t -"i. mi? 

^^EaMBsamEssiKK! 

i  ~r  .  '*■  KsrrrsjTTaJ ' ' 

Mississippi  Space  Commerce  Initiative 

mPower3/Emerge  E-C  onAgra.com, 
Inc.) 

Northrop  Grumman  Information 
Technology,  TASC 

ObjectFX  Corporation  -  Government 
Division 

Observera,  Inc. 

Orbital  Imaging  Corporation 
(ORB  IMAGE) 

PacketVideo 

Pennsylvania  State  University  Applied 
Research  Laboratory 
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AWARDING 

RECIPIENT  ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOPIOO" 

RANK 

CONTRACTOR  TYPE 

“NON-  "N  ON- 

TRADITIONAL"  TRADITIONAL- 
PRIME  SUB(S) 

Bi 

RF  Micro  Devices.  Charlotte  (formerly 
RF  Nitro) 

Rockwell  Scientific  Company.  LLC 

SAIC,  Reconnaissance  and 

Surveil  lance  Operation 

■■■ 

Scytd  CompiAjnc  Corporation 

Scmandoc  Networks,  Inc 

Southwest  Research  Institute 

Sullivan  Haave  Associates,  Inc 

Swift  sure  Spatial  Systems  Inc 

Syrfcvk  Technok>(9«.  Inc 

Terabit  Ccrporstiai 

Term*!* 

The  SPECTRUM  Croup 

Titan  Systems  Corporation 

U.  S.  Display  Consortium 

Unisys  Corporation 

University  at  Buffalo,  Center  for 
Computational  Research. 

University  of  Florida,  Division  of 
Sponsored  Research 

University  of  Illinois  Urbana 
Champaign,  National  Center  for 
Supercomputing  Applications 

Univ  ersity  Of  S  outhem  Mississippi, 
Signal  Research  Center 

University  of  Texas,  Medical  Branch  at 
Galveston 

User  Systems,  Inc. 

V  excel  C  orp  oration 

Virginia  Polytechnic  Institute  &  State 
University,  Mobile  t&Portable Radio 
Research  Group 

Wav  express,  Inc. 

West  Virginia  University  Research 
Corporation  on  Behalf  of  West 

V  irginia  University 
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RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION  AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOPIOO" 

RANK 

CONTRACTOR T 
"NON- 

TRADfTIONAL'" 

PRIME 

YPE 

”NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SLIB(S) 

3M  on  behalf  of  Ihe  Chemical.  Bio 
and  Rad  Tech  Alliance 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

■PHHiPilM 

OT(845) 

$249,751 

$0 

X 

3M  on  behalf  of  the  Chemical.  Bio 
and  Rad  Tech  Alliance 

NMA401 -02^9-200  2/0006 

mm 

$35,449 

$0 

X 

3M  on  behalf  of  the  Chemical.  Bio 
and  Rad  Tech  Alliance 

NMA401- 02-9-2002/0007 

$0 

X 

3M  cn  bohaif  of  the  Chemical,  Bio 
and  Rad  Tech  Aihanco 

National  magoryand 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-2002/0008 

$599,981 

$0 

X 

NMA401 -02-9-2002/0009 

$499,091 

$0 

X 

rTiTiTtt  ' ''  1 

wmmmm 

H  00006-03-9-0001 

$2,000,000 

$0 

X 

MDA972-03-9-0002 

lEEEaaa 

$0 

X 

American  Marine  Holdings,  he. 

N000 144)3-9-0002 

OT(845) 

$3,741,000 

$732,883 

X 

DAAJH  0I-O3-9-R002 

OT<845) 

$2,718,449 

$45,000 

X 

X 

DARPA 

MDA97 2-03-9-0003 

tMIWl 

$0 

X 

T  iberstars,  Inc 

U  S  Army  -  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

DAA4I01-03-9-R001 

S6.C  18.352 

$1,553,431 

X 

X 

tftfi'.-T.yisgr.TTi'TT 

KMEIHl 

$0 

X 

Frontier  Systems.  Inc 

U  $  Navy  Naval  Air 
Warfare  Center  -  Aircraft 
Division 

N004  21 -03-9-0001 

OT(845) 

?  i  :  jr.  nn 

$0 

X 

cone  and  Genome  Assembly  using 
Microchomiccf  Oligonudeotodo 
Manufacture  Consortium  with 
Agilent  Technofogies  Inc.  as  lead 
member 

U  S  Army  -  Robert  Morns 
Acquisition  Center 

DAAD1 9-03-9-0001 

OT(845) 

$3,982  765 

$2,533,600 

X 

Millennium  Ptiarnacouticds,  me 

DARPA 

MDA972  03-3-QQ05 

■-Ui.m 

TO 

f- 

The  Space  Launch  Corporation, 
Universal  Space  Linos,  Scaled 
Composites,  and  Hunter  and 
Associates 

DARPA 

MDA9  72-02-9-0006,  Mod  1 

OT(845) 

$20,774,973 

$0 

X 

X 

Titanium  Metals  Corporation 

DARPA 

MDA97 2-03-3-0002 

■  ti'MU'UB 

X 

hbhb 

LocKhood  Martin  Naval  Electronics 
&  Sutvoiiiance  Syaems 

HRHHHDR 

H  00006-03-9-000 2 

QT<845) 

$3,600,000 

$0 

1 

X 

McOorrieH  Douglas  Corp  .  a  Wtio'ly- 

Owned  Subsidiary  of  the  Boeing 
Company 

Missile  Defense  Aooncv 

HQ0006-03-9-0003 

OT(845) 

m 

_ a _ 

2 

X 
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RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOPIOO" 

RANK 

CONTRACTOR J 
"NON- 

TRADmONAL" 

PRIME 

YPE 

”NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

U  S  Air  Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

F336 15-03-9-2422 

OT(845) 

C200.000 

$0 

2 

X 

r  no  Booing  Company 

U  S  Army- Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAA607-03-9-F001 

OT(845) 

$130,000,000 

$0 

2 

X 

Northrop  Grumman  Systems 
Corporation,  MD  Helicopter, 
CorterCopters,  LLC.  The  Saber 
Group,  and  Natural  Selection,  Inc 

DAPPA 

MDAfl 72-02-9-001 3.  Mod  4 

OT(845) 

$8,700,000 

$0 

3 

X 

Raytheon  Company.  Agile 
Communications.  NuWave.  and 
Protoan 

DAP  PA 

MDA9  72-01 -9-0022,  Mod  6 

OT(845) 

$0  849  720 

$0 

X 

Science  Applications  international 
Corporation  (SAIC).  Applied 
Perception.  Inc  .  and  Visteon 
Corporation 

DAPPA 

MDA972-0 1-9-001 5,  Mod  8 

OT(845) 

$202,881 

X 

inamaa 

Lockheed  Martin.  Systems 
lntoi.-y.it  nr 

DARPA 

MDA9 72-02-9-001 1,  Mod  2 

$1 2.430.000 

$0 

Nortrirop  Grumman  Systems 
Corporation 

U  S  Army  -  Aviation  Applied 
T  echnology  Directorate 

DAAH 10-03-9-0002 

SI.  360  000 

$719,519 

■ 

Raytheon  Company 

DAPPA 

MDA97  2-03-3-0001 

OT(R> 

$1,600,000 

$VX  : 

5 

Raytheon  Company 

U  S.  Army- 

Communications  -Electronics 
Command 

DAAB07-03-9-K201 

OT(845) 

$3,154,578 

$2,969,055 

5 

General  Dynamics  Ordnance  and 
Tactical  Systems 

U  S  Army  -  T ank- 
Automotrve  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAA£ 30-01-9-0800/0021 

OT(845) 

f  •  .*.56 

$0 

C'encraTDyrvamics.  Electric  Doal 
Division 

U  S  Navy  Office  of  Naval 
Research 

N000 14-00-3-0020 

OT(R) 

SI  i:  .o- 

$1,839,799 

mm 

$19,944,413 

$8,727,196 

. 

BAE  Systems  Information  and 
Electronic  Systems  Integration. 

Inc  .  Applied  Materials,  and  Leica 

US  Ar  Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

F336 15-0  2-9-5324.  Mod  1 

OT(845) 

;  i  •  .>'97 

$0 

13 

X 

BAE  Systems  Information  and 
Electronic  Systems  Integration. 

Inc .  APTI  VWreless.  and  Hemck 

T  echnology  L  aboratories 

DAPPA 

MDAfl 72-01-9-0019.  Mod  8 

OT(845) 

: 

$0 

13 
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RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

"TOP100" 

RANK 

CPNTR.A  CTORJ 
"NON- 

TRADITIONAL” 

PRIME 

YPE 

”NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

Rockwell  Scientific  Company.  LLC 

U  S  Army  • 

Co  m  m  urx  cattons-Electronics 
Command 

DAA807-03-9-P011 

OT(845) 

*r  '  »  - 

$2,448,000 

61 

X 

■■■1 

KWKEXOMI 

Ha  t  •]  'Jk  I  •: -IK*]  2 1  i :  fcM  M :  U  2  [Q  M  ,T 

jMjjXAV^ie;Mii;!.i;si:M.ii.M:i  ih  i  i  hi  ii  i  ill 

ITT  Industnes,  Inc 

US.  Army- 

Communrcations-Electronics 

Command 

DAAB07-03-9-K601 

■ 

$29.802.1 11 

$14,676,047 

20 

ATK  Thiokol  Propulsion  (Division  of 
AHiaril  T  echsvstems) 

U  S  Army  -  T  ank- 
Automotrve  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE  30-0 1-9-08  00/0022 

OT(845) 

m 

» 

21 

L-3  Systems  Company 

U  S  Army  -  Tank- 
Automotive  and  Aim  aments 
Command 

DAAE  30-0 1-9-0800/0025 

OT(845) 

S4.477.346 

$0 

24 

Honeywell  International.  Inc 

F29601-0 3-3-0059 

OT{R) 

fl.960.134 

$1,968,134 

37 

Honeywell  international.  Inc 

BIBS 

CAAH 10-03-9-0001 

OT(845) 

$2,100,000 

$1,034,329 

37 

Texas  Engineering  Experiment 

Station.  Texas  A&M  University 
System 

U  S  Navy  -  Naval  Air 
warfare  Center  -  Aircraft 
Division 

N004  21 -03-3-0124 

m 

m 

m 

39 

Geo-Centers 

U  S  Army  -  T ank- 
Automotive  and  Aim  aments 
Command 

OAAE 30-01-9-0800/0019 

OT(845) 

:  ' 

$0 

46 

lamain 

MMM 

mmm 

It  J.lutlHl  t  M  2IH2  [»:  25 1.7.1  »:>![*]  2T.1  AM 

Carnegie  Mellon  University  (w<h 
Boeing.  Samoff  Corp  .  Rockwell 
Science  Center,  and  RedZone 
Robotics} 

DARPA 

MDA972-0 1 -9-0016,  Mod  10 

OT(845) 

■ 

12 

X 
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RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

•TOPIOO” 

RANK 

C9NTR.ACTORJ 

"NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

PRIME 

YPE 

”NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

'loam  2020"  Consortium  The 
consortium  i$  composed  of  29 
participants,  three  key  participants 
(Lockheed  Martin  Corporation 
Undersea  Systems  Division, 

General  Dynamics  Electnc  Boat 
Division,  and  Northrop  Grumman 
Corporation  Oceanic  &  Naval 
Systems  Division),  and  26  other 
participants,  of  which  five  are  small 
enterprises  and  six  are  Government 
support  activities  (e  g . 
laboratories)  Lockheed  Martin 
Undersea  Systems,  serves  as  the 
manager  and  fiduciary  agent  for  the 

DAP  PA 

MDA972- 99-9-0004,  Mod  34 

OT(845) 

i  1C  J.O'X 

$0 

"1  -  7  -  3" 

•Forward  PASS'  Consortium  The 
consortium  is  composed  of  14 
participants,  four  key  participants 
(the  Raytheon  Company,  the 

Booing  Company.  BBN  Corporation 
(a  wholly-owned  subsidiary  of 

GTE),  and  General  Dynamics 
Corporation  Electric  Boat  Division), 
and  10  other  participants.  o(  which 
four  aie  small  enterpnses  and  one 
is  a  Government  support  acbvly. 
Raytheon  serves  as  the  manager 
and  iduaary  agent  for  the 
consortium 

DARPA 

MDA972-99-9-0005.  Mod  34 

OT(845) 

1 100.000 

$0 

”5  -  2  -  7" 

$21:0.000 

$0 

REPORT  DOES  NOT  IDENTIFY  RECEIPIENT 

"Not  Named' 

National  knageryand 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-2002/0005 

OT(645) 

$26,579 

$0 

’Not  Named* 

National  knageiyand 
Mapfling  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0029 

OT(845) 

f." 

$0 

X 

$316,319 

$0 

_ _ 

TRADITIONAL  DEFENSE  CONTRACTOR  (NOT  IN  TOR  100"),  "NON-TRADITtONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

Hicks  &  Associates,  inc 

DARPA 

MDA972-03-9-0001 

or(845) 

ii  .i  III 

$0 

X 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  Technology  &  Ventures 

_ 

National  knageryand 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401  -02-9-200 1/00 1 4 

OT(645) 

$200,206 

X 
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RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION  AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

■TOPIM" 

RANK 

CPNTR.A  CTORJ 
"NON- 

TRADfTIONAL" 

PRIME 

YPE 

”NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

National  imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/00 13 

OT<845) 

$437,499 

$0 

X 

Samolf  Corporation  on  behalf  of 

Roseltex  T echnology  4  Ventures 

Group 

National  knag  ary  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401  -  02-9-200  V00 15 

OT(845) 

$1,659,786 

$0 

X 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0018 

OT(845) 

$249,99/ 

$0 

X 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  T  echnology  4  Ventures 

Group 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401  -02-9-200 1/0020 

OT(845) 

C  i'. 

$0 

X 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 

Rosettex  T  echnology  4  Ventures 
Group 

National  imagory  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401- 02-9-200 1/0019 

OT(S45) 

$2,401  039 

$0 

X 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  Technology  4  Ventures 
Group 

National  imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0021 

OT(845) 

$61,405 

X 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  Technology  4  Ventures 
Group 

National  imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0025 

OT(845) 

$399.41? 

X 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  Technology  &  Ventures 
Group 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

INI  MA4-0 1-02 -9 -2 00 1/0 023 

OT(845) 

$1,777,277 

$0 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  Technology  &  Ventures 
Group 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401-02-9-2001/0024 

OT(845) 

$1,095,533 

$0 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  Technology  &  Ventures 
Group 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0022 

OT(845) 

$1,103,886 

$0 

X 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  Technology  &  Ventures 
Group 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401-02-9-200 1/0030 

OT(845) 

$599,315 

$0 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  Technology  &  Ventures 
Group 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0026 

OT(845) 

$99,529 

$0 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  Technology  &  Ventures 
Group 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0031 

OT(845) 

$300,000 

$0 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  Technology  &  Ventures 
Group 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

INI  MA40 1-02-9-200 1/0028 

OT(845) 

$1,084,918 

$0 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  Technology  &  Ventures 
Group 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0032 

O  T(  84 5 ) 

$1,662,678 

$0 

X 

Sarnoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettex  Technology  &  Ventures 
Group 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401-02-9-200 1/0027 

OT(845) 

$1,869,962 

$0 

X 
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RECIPIENT 

AWARDING 

ORGANIZATION 

AGREEMENT  NUMBER 

TYPE 

GOVT 

DOLLARS 

NON-GOVT 

DOLLARS 

•TOPIOO" 

RANK 

CONTRACTOR I 
"NON- 

TRADfTIONAL" 

PRIME 

YPE 

”NON- 

TRADITIONAL" 

SUB(S) 

Samoff  Corporal! on  on  bohalf  ot 

R osettex  T  ochnology  &  Venturas 
Group 

National  imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401  -02-9-200 1/0018 

OT<845) 

$828,623 

$0 

X 

Samoff  Corporation  on  behalf  of 
Rosettax  Technology  &  Ventures 
Group 

National  Imagery  and 
Mapping  Agency 

NMA401 -02-9-200 1/0033 

OT(845) 

'  '  •: 

$0 

X 

■■■■■■■■■■ 

■■■■■■■■■■■ 

i  i  ii 

TRADITIONAL  DEFENSE  CONTRACTOR  (NOT  IN  TOP  100"),  NO  "NON -TRADITIONAL"  PARTICIPATION 

APIC  Corporation 

OS  Navy  -  Nava(  Air 
Warfare  Center- Aircraft 
Division 

N00421-03-9-0002 

OT(845) 

r.  -oc 

$250,000 

Commonwealth  ol  Australia 
represented  by  the  Defence 

Science  &  Technology  Organization 

DARPA 

MDA97  2-03-3-0003 

OT  (other) 

fl-ts  '-:5i 

$0 

Eaton  Associates 

U  S  Army-Tsnk- 
Automotrvo  and  Armamonts 
Command 

DAAE 30-01  -9-0800/0020 

OT(84S) 

X  . 

$0 

Eiectricore,  Inc.  Consortium 

U  S  Air  Force  •  Air  Force 

Resea ren  Laboratory 

F3  361 5-03-3-230  S 

OTfRl 

$1,533,272 

$1,538,272 

Ensign-Bickford  Aerospace  & 
Defense  Company 

U.S.  Army -Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE  30-0 1-9-0800/0023 

OT(845) 

$192,539 

$0 

Lumileds  Lighting,  U.S.,  LLC 

U.S.  Army  -  Aviation  and 
Missile  Command 

D  AAH  01 -03-9-R003 

OT(845) 

$5,300,000 

$2,904,045 

Nuvonyx,  Inc. 

U.S.  Air  Force  -  Air  Force 
Research  Laboratory 

F2  960 1-0  3-3-0052 

OTfR) 

$2,444,010 

$2,444,010 

Terabus  Consortium  c/o  Agilent 
Technologies,  Inc.  and  IBM 

DARPA 

M  DA9 72-03-3-0004 

OT(R) 

$7,249,884 

$4,424,352 

University  of  Denver  Research 
Institute 

U.S.  Army -Tank- 
Automotive  and  Armaments 
Command 

DAAE  30-0 1-9-0800/0024 

OT(845) 

$212,943 

$0 

$22,799,658 

$11,560,679 
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